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NOTES TO READERS:

Data Accuracy

The critical data of public enrollments, appropriations; and tuition I"

have been provided by the State Higher Education Finance Officers. Data

validity is dependent on the availability of requested items at the

state level and on the repotting agency's compliance with the

definitions proirided. 'In many instances the data, particularly older

entries and current year amounts riot' finalized; have been estimated.

Estimates have also been employed where the refinement of detail

required is not possible from data available at the state level. The

frequency of these estimates negates need for.. special, identification.

Sufficient is knowledge that this, early report is based on considerable

estimated data.
S.

Data Comparability

Since the first edition of this report in 1978, data defin tions have

progressively' been made more rigorous to impro.e ,inter-state

comparability. Further progress is required and will continue. The

data in this current, report are reasonably comparable, particularly if

properly augmented by knowledge of the special contributing factors

unique to each state. In this isurd, readers are strongly urged to

contact their State Higher Education Finance Officer for 4dditionai

information and interpretation.
414

Incomplete Data

Illinois and Ohio did not report appropriations for research

agriculture and health public services, and medical schools. . To

maintain the comprehensiveness of this report and establish U.S. totals,

these appropriations have been assigned baspd on the national avera e

16.6 percent of total appropriations. Using the national average

percent eliminates the differential effect of res-ag-med. appropriations

06r .these two states. All ratios dependent on the assigned

appropriations for Illinois and)JOhio ere identified by the symbol *, and('

should be interpreted with caution.



HOW STATES COMPARE IN FINANCING HIGHER EDUCATION 1984-85
Estimates for Public Institutions

. by

Rent Halstead

This report is published annually in the spring to present current fiscal
year appropriations and supporting datf for comparative analysis of state
financing of public higher education. The timeliness of the report is
possible through the cooperation of the State Higher Education Finance
Officers (SHEFO), and reliance on procedures for the early preparation and
collection of data established by M. M. Chambers.

In the absence of absolute standards, the establishment of relative

position through interstate comparisons is a primary means for judging
funding adequacy and identifying performance goals. This report presents
a model of state rankings for interstate comparison of seven independent

factors- plus eight derived measurements which together represent the

principal state conditions and financial actions underlying and governing
appropriation levels. The,text ,plains the design of the model and its
use, defines 'the measurements, and presents a limited macro analysis.
This background should permit users to analyze and interpret individual
state data. However, users are strongly encouraged to ,contact the

appropriate State Higher. Education Finance Officer, identified on the
inside cover,. for proper inclusion of relevant specific state conditions.
A technical appendix provides greater detail on data definitions for
financial and budget officers.

The seven factors offthe model. are presented in three tables. Table 1

presents the factors independently by state in rank order for fiscal year
1985. ;Able 2 presents the factors collectively by state in alphabetical
order. Table 4 presents the factors by state historically for fiscal

1 This study focuses on the major responsibility of states to support
public higher education'through appropriations to state institutions. and
through aid to students attending these institutions, and the additional
support providedfstate citizens by.payment of tuition. This concentration
is justified by recognizing that 96 percent of state and local government
funding for, higher education, goes to the public sector, and that

appropriations and tuition copstitute 87 peratnt of the tdtal educational
and general revenues .(excluding goverliment contracts) of public

.institutions. Appropriations to private institutions and for aid to,

studehts not
the overall :
here of this
immediate value

nding in-state pubic institutions are important parts of
rt of higher education in many states. But the absence
ger perspective should not seriously distract from the

.of concentrating on the financing of public institutions
as a major dist nct entity.

2 Chambers collects state appropriation data in the fall of each year
through reports by key state officials to his monthly newsletter

GRAPEVINE. See, M.M. Chambersp Appropriations of State Tax Funds for
Operating Expenses of Higher Education, National Associaiion of State

Universities and Land Grant Colleges, Washington, D.C.
I



years 1978 through 1985. The basic i!ata on which the factors are'
calculated are presented in table 3 for fiscal year 1985 and historically
in table 5.

Model Description

The model is intended to report the principal factors governing state
support of public higher edUcation, to indicate how these factors inter-relate and their relative:importance and susceptibility to change, and, to
encourage interstate comparisons to identify kopchmarks for performanceappraisal. While the individual measurements are accurate, the analysis,'focused at the state level, lacks tie refinement of institutional detail
necessary for a comprehensive study. The model should therefore be used
primarily as an early guide to current state financing to be followed bymore rigorous and detailed institutional level analisis.

The model is designed to take advantage of the early collection of State
appropriations by M. M.-Chambers. Modification.of the Chambers' data plus
additional concurrent data

4
has been secured from the 51' State. Higher

Education Finance Officers to present as imely and c 011$ lete a state
level,Analysis as. possible., Design features include a formula structure
to show the interrelationships of the variables, and state ;ranking and
indexing to indicate. relative position.' 's ,

The model ,consists of seven independent factors (numbered) and eight
derived or dependent factors (short titled). They.are organized accordingto four functions:"derivation of enrollment load,' state fiscal actions,
role of tuition, and total support level:

Student annual full-time-equivalent enrollment (ENROL) is derived byapplying an attendance expansion ratio (#2) to state high school graduates
(#1). The expansion ratio, reflects the general attractiveness andaccessibility of state institutions relative Co the principal enrollmentsource.

Resident/Student Attendance ExPansion Student Enrollment
iSource (#1) r Ratio (#2) (ENROL)

3
For financing r and'expenditure dptail by ipstitutional type; see

Marilyn McCoy an Kent Halstead; Financidg Higher Education in the Fifty
States, 4th Edition (FY 1982 data), National Center for Higher Education
Management Systems, Boulder, Colorado, 1984: 546 pp. Price $29.95 plus
50i per book for s Order from NCHEMS Publication Depertment,.F.O.Drawer P, Boulder; Colorado 80302, telephone (303),497-0390.

4
The indebtedness of the author to the State Higher Education FinanceifOffics extends beyond the time they have given to collect and process

the highly refined and thus comparable data required for this report.
Many officers, individually and through a review committee, have proyided'
constructive commentary that has proven invaluable. Theireport is .thus
very much a joint effort.



State fiscal actions in support of education 'involve the application of
taxing effort ( #5) to a state's inherent wealth or tax capacity (#4), and
allocation (#6) of the resulting collected tax revenues (TAX) to higher
eduCation as education appropriatioAs (APP). Education appropriations
reported per gtudeqy are for the student relited functions of instruction,
academic and institutional support, student services, and plant operation.'
They exclude state fundih of research, agriculture and health public
services, and medical schools (Res-Ag-Med).

Tax Revenues (TAX)

Tax tax Allocation to Public
Capacity (#4) x Effort (#5) x Institutions ( #6)

ENROL

Education
Appropriations
per Student
(APP)

The role of tuition is reported by the "tuition factor" (#7) which

indicates the relative contribution of tuition versus appropriations..
Appropriations multiplied by the tuition factor equal estimated tuition
revenues (TUITION).

Education
Tuition

'Estimated Tuition

Appropriations x
[

Factor (#7)
- -1.00] per Student

Per Student (APP) ,TUITION)

Total financial support is labeled as an OUTPUT and equals statv and local
goveinment education approprLitions plus tuition revenues. Reported on a

per annual FTE student basis, this total represents an overall' support

leve,L of achievement which can reasonably be compared state-to.:state.

APP + TUITION a OUTPUT'

The model is summarized as a set of INPUTS, multiplied by a PROCESS to
equal the OUTPUT. The input@ are three of the independent factors (tax
capacity, hip school graduates, and attendance expansion ratio) which are
relatively stable and limited to only modest change by governmental
action. The proces factors (tax effort, allocation to education, and the
tuition factor) are' adjustably by legislative action and constitute the
fiscal for yearly updating of state funding levels.

' AP

INPUTS x PROCESS OUTPUT
0 A

#4thl x #2) #5 x #6 x #7 ft

f

5 Comparability would be further improved by correcting for geographical
differences in 4the prices colleges and universities pay for goods and
services. Such an index, currently not available, is discussed as a note
in the appendix.



Funding,requirementssdiffer by type of institution, such as the additional
costs at universities associated with graduate education, senior' faculty,
research, and public, services.' The System Support Index, SSI, (#3)
measures the relative student related funding requirements (based on
national per student related expenditures) of the particular mix of
institutional enrollments in a state's public higher education system.
The System Support Index is considered a separate independent INPUT
factor. Multiplying studItnt enrollment (ENROL) by the. SSI derives an
adjusted student measure, SYSTEM LOAD, which reports the institutional and
student related funding needs of higher education due-to a state's
absolute level of enrollment and extendance pattern.

Dividing dollar amounts pei :student by the System Support Index
establishes values '' relative tot state system funding` requirements. The
measurements of education appropriations, tuition, OUTPUT, INPUTS, and
PROCESS are each converted in this manner to report amounts relative to
the state system's financial requirements. Values. are reported as indexep
relative to the U.S. alrage and are state ranked.

The model is designed for the study of public higher education financing
by individual states. The following analyses are suggested: (1) selection
of peer states for `comparative study and to identify perforource
benchmarks and possible goals; (2) establishment of state's relative
position for each of the seven independent factor& and determination of
the consequences of a high or low position( on the dependent conditions
(enrollment, tax revenues, : and tuition) and on final education
appropriations and tuition OUTPU/0; (3) review of the status of INPUT
conditions to determine the desirability of long-runiange; (4) review of
the financial.PROCESS factors'to determine recommend ions for immediate
legislative action; and (5) trend analysis of factor values to determine
improvement or retrograde change and to develop projections for planning.

-4

k

,



;Measurement_ Definitions

,

The model measurements e bre ratios using the following nine basic data

elements identified by letters A through I:

A. Population F. State & Local Gov't Appropriations

B. High School Graduatee, G. ,System Support Index

C. Public FTE Enrollment H. Estimated tuition Revenues

D. Tax Capacity ( I. Disposable Personal Income

E. Tax Revenues

(These data elements are defined in the technical appendix.)
4

#1--RESIDENT STUDENT SOURCE Public and nonpublic high school graduates

per 1,000 population. (B/A)

The major responsibility of a public higher education system is to provide
educational opportunity to state .residents. Thus, a state's high school

graduates are the primary source of entering freshmen at public

institutions and, therefore, the best single starti g base `for deriving
total enrollments.

#2--ATTENDANCE EXPANSION RATIO Annual full-time 7eq valent .enrollment in

public institutions of higher education per hi school graduate.

SC /B)

The attegaince expansion ratio essentially measti es the degree to which a

state provides attractive public higher educat on opportunities to both
resident and nonresident students relative to its high school graduates.

The ratio indicates the degree to which a state has Pextended" its `higher

education endeavors beyond its printiptl responsibility to 'resident high

school graduates. Large values indicate states heavily in the "business"

of public higher education -compared to their basic enrollment potential.

The index ieflects the net effect of the entrance rate of high school

graduates into state institutions, in-migration of out-of-state students,
the retention of students in college, and the degree to which students are
enrolled part-time as opposed to full-time. The entrance of high school
graduates further xeflecv their preparedness for college, the financial

and geographical accessibility of suitable college programs, and student,

( parental, and community disposition toward attendance at state

institAAons.

ENROLSTUDENT ENROLLMENT Annual average full-time-equivalent enroll
ment in public institutions of higher education per 1,000

population. (#1 x #2)

Student count is the basic financial load measure of this Study. It is

applicable as a load measure only to funding that supports student-related.

functions; viz:, instruction, academic and institutional support, Itudent

services, and operation and maintenance of the phystcal plant.

Appropriations for these kfunctions are identified as "education"

appropriations and are obtaiiied by excluding sums for sponsored research,
agriculture and health care public services, and *medical schools.

- s- 10
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AP
Student count, as a financial load measure, make's. no distinction between
the varied support requirements of the different types of institutions.
Dividing appropriations by student enrollment indicates the level of
funding available to purchase, educational resources for- the average
inOividual student without taking into account the'type 'of institution
attended,

Annual average FTE enrollment 'is based on total yearly, student
credit-hours, including summer sessions, but excluding enrollment in the
schools ,of_ medicine, dentistry, veterinary, medicine, and 4asteopathic
medicine. Full-time-equivalency for undergraduate students is 15
'credit-hours per semester or quarters for graduate . students, 12
credif=hours. Non-credit enrollment in vocational-technical programs is
converted on';he basis of 875 contact hours per year equals one annual TTE
student. The current year annual enrollment is projected from the
previous year's value based on the ratio of corresponding year fall
enrollments.

#3--STATE HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM SUPPORT INDEX (SSI) Ctuistructed state
4 and loeal government education appropriations and tuitron revenues per

student based on application of national average rates by type of
.institution to state enrollment mix. Expressed as an index relative
to the U.S. average equal to 100. Separate indexes are also reported
for education appropriations (SSIa) and tuition (SSW. (G)

The4asic-measure of financial load-in this study is annual average FTE
student enrollment count. However, the type of institution attended--its
mission, level of 'instruction, and associated quality factors--affect
'Student costs. Thus student support requirements vary substantially from
one type of institutio to anther because of differences in average class
.si;e, faculty salary level, academic support requirements, public service
role, administrative overhead, plant operation and maintenance, research,
hospital operations, and economies-of-scale.

Universities with large graduate and upper division enrollments, a large
senior faculty, and an emphasis on research and public, service, have
missions that inherently require a high level of funding. Since student
count measures only a portion of this institutional load, universities
appear "expensive" to operate on a per student basis. Two-yieN collegel
on the other hand, are much less "costly" per student because enrollmen
is a .fairly accurate measure of load for their primary mission of
providing instruction at the lower division. States with proportionately
more students enrolled in universities have financial loads that are'. as
much as 18 percent above the national average. States with proportionately
more students enrolled in four-year and two-year colleges have system
support requireients that are as much as 12 percent below the national
average.

This study distinguishes and emphasizes student related "education"
appropriations (as opposed to total appropriations) which excludes state
sums for sponsored research, agricultutet and health public service
programs, Ind medical schools. The 'appropriation System Support' Index
(SSIa)` consequently measures the relative student related appropriation
requirements of a state's system of public higher education due to

11
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differences between the state's enrollment pattern by type of institution

and the national average pattern. A SSIa of 115, for example, means that

the state's enrollment pattern, if funded at national average education

appropriation rates, requires 15 percent more support per student than the

national average enrollment pattern. Dividing appropriations per.student

by the SSIa relates appropriations to the system's financial needs.

Similarly, the tuition System Support Index (SSIt) measures, the tuition

that would be secured if the state's enrollment pattern received tuition

revenues at national average rates. Dividing tuition per studopnt by the

SSIt relates tuition revenues to a level that would normally be expected.

a

The SSI (representing both education appropriations and tuition) is used

to derive the-SYSTEM LOAD measure.

The System Support Index and its two subcomponents are based on recognized

differences in education appropriations and tuition support requirements

for 10 types of institutions: four universities (major research, research,

intermediate, and small); comprehensive and general baccalaureate#'

four-year colleges; academic and occupational two-year. colleges; and

health professional and other profess:6nel schools. The validity of

applying the SSI to a given state is baked on the assumption that state's

financial requirements for each type of institution are similar to

national average education appropriation and tuition rates. Where this is

true, the SSI establishes interstate comparability of *seem load.
Definition& and a table of the percent distribution of enrollbents for

these institutions by state is presented in the technical appendix.

SYSTEM LOADSYSTEM FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS Annual FTE students in public

institutions of higher education adjusted.for system support require-

ments pir 1,000 population.' (ENROL x #3)

This is a measure of the financial load of a state's higher education

system resulting from the combined effects of enrollment and the design of

the system itself. The load is reported in annual FTE students adjusted.

for the education appropriation and tuition funding requirements

associated with the enrollment mix by type of institution within the

state's system. dividing education appropriations plus tuition by the

SYSTEM LOAD (reported as the OUTPUT me9,sdne) indicates how well the system

is being funded_by these combined revinus.
O

#4--TAX CAPACITY Potential state and local tax revenue as measured by

the "representative tax system" per capita. (D/A)

This index measures the ability. or potential of state and local

governments to obtain revenues for public purposes through various kinds

of taxes. The wealth of local residents is only one source of tax

revenues; therefore, this measurement is not equivalent to per capita

personal income., .Tax cepa s measured here by a representativf tax

system that defines t ity of h state and its local governments

as the amount-of reveal' d raise (relative to other state-local

governments) if every s al system applied identical tax .rates

(national averages) to thei ective tax bases. The sum of capacities

for all states equals the U.S. total tax revenues collected.

; 12
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f5--TAX EFFORT State: .a ., government 'talc revenues cdllectect as a
percent orstati and oc; kit`,

s,

-capacity. (E/D) -

. 4
percentage, -";ax effort measures the percentage/of' state and local government tax

capacity that is .actually, used. The tax revenues collected forail states
eqUals total tai capacily:n4ktionw*ide:" Since the nationwide effort

: measure, by- definition, i 00 percent, ;the measures for indivihual.states
indicate-hbw they comgare'in ta4icollection performance wityPthe national

. .

average.
t , .

. , .

k,

°
. TAX--TAX REVENUES State and local -tax revenue collected. per 'capita.

\ ,

Collected tax revenues represent the wealth available to' state and local'
, governments for public user The index .essentially identifies, "rich"

versus "poor" states according to current tax incOme. __However, these
designations must be tempered by thefact.thet some states have greater
socia needs than others. . This increases*" die rmattetition for hauling

ternative usep so that even "rich" stet maydemperience scarce
dollars 141,4pancing certain public programs. Some apparently "poor"
states, on the other hand, may have less than average requirements for
certain public services, so that support dollars are more readily
available. Also prcice rences among the states affect the purchasing
power of government re s. Although a "geographical price index" is
not currently available,"its importance warrants discussion; as is noted
in the technical appendix. %

off

#6-ALLOCATIOA.,Td PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION. Percent of state and local
government collected taxvrevenues that are appropriated or levied for
education operatine, expenses of public institutions, (Fa + 174 -Fc)/E.
The lucent allocated for total appropriations it,ftexeported in
parenfkeses.

this ratio suggests the relative importance and requirements of financing
the education and related suppor?in functions of public higher educaticin
to the funding of other public aervIces in the state and local government
budget. The case for greater allocation must be made against competing
claiMs of other public service programs. Accordingly, evidence that
education should receive a greater share of the state budget is suggested
by relatively lower education appropriations per student sep_ared with
more favorable unit funding of other public services.

The allocation rate tor total appropriations, 'shown in parentheses,
includes public service programs which are not c.. arable state-to-state.
This measure should be used only as an indicator o# the total allocation
requirements of., the state's higher education system..

APP--EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS PER STUDENT State and local tax. revenues
vpproprAted or levied for current operating 'education expenses of
public 'institutions per annual FTE public student (TAX x.#6/ENROL).

; Also reported is an index of education appropriations relative to
system financial load requirements (APP/SSIa), the seven-year trend
in appropriations in constant dollars, appropriations per student
relative to tax capacity per capita, and research - agriculture -1

medical appropriations as a percentage of total appropriations and in
dollars per capita.
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In this study, appropriations for researgh, agriculture and health care
public services, and medical schools are hubttact54 from total.'

appropriations to equal education appropriations. Education
,appropriations are essentially used for strident related functions of
instruct ion; libraries, computing, and other academic pupport;
adM-Inistrative services; student services; and operation and.maihtenance
of tie physical plant. Education appropriations per annUal,FTE student
indicates the commitment of tax revenues of state end local governments to

04 .
supporttheaq functions *at publiC institutions of higher education
coppistent with available funds,.competing public'services, and expressed
inatitopional requirements. It indicates the resources available frOm the
state to provide educalional.bervices to the average individual student
withour-takinig ilito account the type of institution attended.

.should judged as the major source
H veo(er, since some states rely

love apprdpiiations, total funding
OUTPUT measure shoul&be recognized
measure of support for comparison

The level of education,appropriatioss
of ,funding for publi institutions.
heavily*. student tuition to offset
from both sources as repprted by the
as a moie' comprehensive an4 fair
purposes.

1

In five statesT- Vermont, New Hampshire, Maine, Colorado, and
Delawarehaving a high proportiOn of non-residents and high non-resident
tuition charges, appropriations primarily support resident students and
Ere set in large measure according to their enrollment. Reporting
ap opriations aid tuition per unidentified student fails, in these

in ances, to describe the distinctive workings of these two ,revenues
re tilie to resident and non-resident students. For these five states,
S to a lessor degree for some other states, reporting low appropriations
and high tuition per'unidentified student masks the fact that just the
opposite condition exists for resident students; viz., that appropriations
are much higher and..tuition /much lower. This condition is identified in
the testes hy, a o symbol following the appropriation and tuition amounts
involved. 1"

r

Education appropriations are also reported relative to system figancial
load; i.e., per annual FTE student amounts are divided by the

appropriation component of the System Support Index (SSIa) to reflect
funding relative to *what would be expected if national average education
appropriation rates were applied to the state's enrollment pattern. Since

this dollar, amount per student is hypothetical, values are reported only
as indexes relative to the'U.S. average equal to 100. The index reports
how well the education and related supporting functions of a state's

6
Medical schools, while academic in nature, are

their exceptional funding requirements and
responsibility among state systems for providing
Inclusion of the funding of these schools would
amounts.

7
See "Basic Data Description" section for detailed

appropriation components.
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I

public higher education sybtem are
support requirements (as' interpreted
dollar 'rates to, enrollment, mix).
comparisong of indbx values are fair.

fpnded relative to its osnirAinique
by application of nationekraverage

In this sense, state-to-state

*Note that A university oriented state s iem may have dell above average
education appropriations'per student; yet fhe system, relative to its high
funding needs, is poorly supported. Conversely, a system emEhisizing
two-year codeges and undergraduate education with relatively low support
requirements' may be well: funded with only average per student education
support. Both measures are interrelated. but distinctive. Institutions
and faculty may be more concerned with the index of support relative to
system,needs1 studenta.and parents may be more concerned with education
support per student unldjusted.

4

Also reported is the FY 4978 to FY 1985 seven-year trend of education
appropriations per student in constant dollars. The8deflator used was the
increaye in the Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) for FY 1978 to, 1984
and an estimated *6.5 percent for FY 1984 to 1985.. The derived seven-year
inflation is 72 percent. Dividing FY '1985 rby FY 1978 education
appropriations and then by 1.72 equals the seven -year percent change of
appropriations in dollars of constant institutional purchasing power.

The ratio of education, appropriations per student to tax capacity per
capita indicates a state's funding achievement relative to potential
ability to pay. High index values report a combined exceptional
collection and allocation ot tax revenues for a relatively small base of
tax papacity and student enrollmentload. Low values conversely suggest
that taxing. effort and/or allocation is low compared to a relatively la4ge
tax potential and/or student load.

Res - Ag-Med appropriations are for research, major public services, and
' medical schools, and are dependent upon state blic service needs and
their assignment to public institutions. ey are restricted by
legislative budget line-item identification or by institutional
designation for the direct operations and administrative support of (1)

organized research, (2) agriculture experiment stations and cooperative
extension services, (3) teaching or affiliated hospital operations and
public service patient care, and (4) schools of medicine, dentistry,
veterinary medicine, and osteopathic medicine.

Res-Ag-Med Jappropriatictns are reported as a percent of total
appropriations to indicate their relative importance in the total funding
of a state's public higher educition system. States have widely varying
commitments and responsibilities for research, agriculture, and medical
education and public service. Further, assignment of these
esponsibilities to the public higher education system versus other state
gencies differs from state-to-state. Consequently the Res-Ag-Med
ppropriation percentage is useful only to suggest within a state the
relative size and scope of the higher education public service program.

8
The Higher Education Price Index is published, annually in September by

Research Associates of Washington, 2605 Klingle Rd NW, Washington, DC
20008.
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**Percentages should not be competitively compared state-to-stte.**
Since the research- agriculture - medical fu ctions primarily Bettye state
residents, the per capita measure (in pare theses) gives some, indication
of the -size of these activities asst ned to public colleges and-
universities relative to overall need as simply expressed by population
count.

p, I
. .

#7--TUITION FACTOR Ratio of state and local . government education
appropriations plus student tuition revenues t state and local

educationucation appropriations. (Fa + Pb - Fc t1)/(Fa + Fb -'17c)

This ratio reports the 'relative roles of tuition and edudation
appropriations in state financing of public institutions. A value of
1.25, for example, means that tuition revenues equal 25 percent of
.education appropriations. Higher ratios may reflect a large proportion of
out-of-state students paying high non-resident tuition rates. To some
extent, the ratio reflects the balance a state places on the returns of
higher education to the individual versus society and the 'resulting
expected proportional payment. High values reflect the positiog that the
individual is the primary benefactor of his education and that students
and their parents should, accordingly, pay for most of the costs. Low
values reflect the position that large social benefits result from higher
education and that state end local governments should recognize these
returns through a high appropriation suEsidy.

TUITIONINTIMATED TUITION PER STUDENT Net tuition and fee revenues of
publid higher educption, per annual FTE public student. APP(TUITIOW
FACTOR - 1.00) Also reported. is an index of tuition ,revenues per,
student,adjusted for the types of institutions attended (TUITION/SSIt),

Tuition revenues, net of state appropriated student financial aid and
tuition waived, represent the student' buyer's payment for education
services received. The absolute level of tuition should be consistent
with benefits derived, ability to pay, and interpreted balance between
individual and state returns. TUition at competing institutions may also
have to be taken into account. High tuition can be justified ,during
financial difficulties by the need to fully tap every source. Yet many
states believe high tuition is inimical,to the basic concept of equal
opportunity, ,and they establish low charges to provide easy access and
prevent financial hardship. States _with low tuition generally have a
higher percentage of high school graduates going to college. Lower income
parents and students especially are very dependent on low - tuition to gain
access to a higher education.

Tuition per student indicates the net tuition paid by a hypothetical
average individual public studInt (including resident and non-resident,
undergraduate and graduate students) without recognizing the type of

institution attended. Below average net'tuition indicates that student
charges, in general, are less than the national norm. In five
states -- Vermont, New 3ampshire, Maine, Colorado, and Delawaretuition
revenue is. high because of high rates charged a large non-resident
enrollment. This condition is identified by a a symbol following the (
tuition amount for the five states involved.

M



Since tuition Lcharges vary by type of institution, 'the enrollment mix
within a state's.higher education system will affect revenues from this
source. To establish comparability, while taking into account the

organization of a state's system, net revenues per. student are
divided by the tuition component of the System Support Index (SSW.
Since the dollar amount per student so adjusted is hypothetical., values
are reported only as indexes relative to the U.S.average equal to 100.
The index indicates the degree of over- or }finder- charging in a state
relative to the tuition level that would be Obtained if national average
dollar rates were applied to the state's enrollment mix. 6 Indexes lesq
than.100 indicate that tuition revenues in, the state, are less than the
national average for the state's elarollment'pattern.

Tuition'revenues per student are also reported relative to persot4l
.disposable income per capita as a generia indicator of charges relative to
resident ability to.pay. In the five state, with large non-resident
enrollments, this ratio is substantially overstated and should be so
interpreted.

The seven-year trend of tuition revenues per student in constant dollars
is reported for FY 1978, to FBI 1985. The deflator used was the SEPT as
previously discussed. A negative percentage indicates that tuition has
mot kept pace with the inflation affecting institutional operations.

OUTPUTEDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS AND ESTIMATED TUITION REVENUES PER
STUDENT
Estimated 'student tuition revenues ,and state and local tax revenues
apprOpriated for current operating education expenses-of public. higher
education per annual FTE student.. (APP 4.TUITION) Also reported is an
index ''Of education appropriations. and tuition revenues relative to
system financial load requirements (OUTPUT/SSI).

Tuition and education appropriations reflect the primary financial

commitment of state residents and enrolled non-resident. students to

support/ public higher education instruction and related academic and
administratiqe support. Per student amounts indicate the average

resources fro4these two sourced available to provide educational services
to individual students without accounting for the type of institution
'41ttended. These resources provide, the ingredients of education and
establish its quality--faculty, class size, equipment,, library, student

services, administration, and facilities. More efficient use and
economies of scale extend these resources.

Education appropriations and tuition revenues are also reported as, an
index relative. to system financial load. High index values indicate that
revenues from these two sources are higher than the national norm'fnr the
types of institutions in the state. Low index values indicate that

revenues are less than what would be expected if the state's system were
Junded,at national average rates.

The seven-year trend of appropriations and tuition revenues per student'in
constant dollars is reported for FY 1978 to FY 1985.
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INPUTS - -POTENTIAL TAX REVENUES PER
annul FTE student. (#4/11 x
potent al tax dollars relative to
(INPUT /SSI).

The thre
ratio,-an
to financ
These fac
subject t
have great
combinati
States wit

p4b!:ic ini

STUDENT Potential tax dollars per
#2) Also reported is an index of
system financial support requirements

input factors (resident student source,, attendance expansion
tax capacity) together Ostablish a spate's basic tax potential
: *public higher education relative to student enrollment load.
:ors are relatively stable inherent state conditions generally
only modest.or-slow alteiation.. States with high INPUT levels 7

economic, potential to finance public higher education through Ert7
n of high tax capacity and relatively low student enr011ment.\

h a low capacity -load ratio must fully tap a modest potential if
titutions are to be adequately supported. -.

Potential tax revenues per student indicate the tax resdurces potentially
available in the state to provide educational' services to indRvidual
,students without taking into account the type 9f higher education system
involved. Potential tax revenues relative to the state's public system
financial load requirements are reported ad an index.

PROCESSOLLECTIVE FINANCIAL ACTIONS. Percent utilization of INPUT
factor to.equal OUTPUT. (#5 x #6 x #7). Also reported is ap index of
PROCES factors relative to system financial support requirements

.

(PROCE S/SSI) .
inf

The comb el PROCESS factors (torreffort, allocation to public higher
education and tuition factor) are thd financial actions that establish
the degr e to which the INPUT potential tax' dollars per student are
actudlly tilized to achieve the OUTPUT support leiel provided. These

three fa tors are subject to modification through legislative and/or
instituti 1 decisions. States with high PROCESS levels are makingta.
great of ort to finance public higher education, often because of low
INPUT conditions. States with low PROCESS percentages either can afford to
do 430 b cause of excellent INPUT conditions or are satisfied with
relatively low financing.

The three
load requ

PROCESS.factors relative to the state's public system financial
rements are repoited as an index.

- 13 7
f



GeneralMacro Findings

The Model is .designed for individual state analysis by local higher
education finance officers, legislators, and citizens. Beyond this micro
focus, some general observations can be made regardipg the overall (macro)
role of state governments and students in financing public higher
education.

t

Variance. Variance is defined here as the mean. deviation (from the UeS;
average) of the highest five,and lowest five states for any given measure.
Among the PROCESS factors, #6, Allocation, has the greatest variance,
±48 percent (+53% to - 432), followed by f5, .Tax Effort, ±37 percent, and
#7, Tuition Factor, ±37 percent; This greater latitude in allocation
practices among states contributes more to the variation in resulting
funding levels than any other controllable fiscal factor:

The INPUT factor showing greatest variance is #4, Tax Capacity, t55
percent (+852 to - 252) which dramatizes the great disparity among states
in tax wealth due primarily to recent increases in value of mineral
deposits. The'Attendance Expansion Ratio, #2, also has a large variance,
±46 percent, showing that some states have become heavily involved in the
"business" of higher education, while others have chosen to be "debtors"
by encouraging their residents to attend out-of-state and private
institutions as well as local public colleges. aim varianci occurs for
factor #1, Resident Student Source, ±20 percent, and factor #3, System
Support Index, t13.5 rcent.

Relationship Between OUTPUTOUTPUT4 INPUTS, AND PROCESS. INPUTS and PROCESS
factors have an inverse relationship. States with high INPUTS can and
generally do have low PROCESS values. Yet the INPUT conditions are so
favorable that the resulting OUTPUT usually remains. high. Thus, wealthy
states with few students generally provide higher than average financing.

States with low INPUT conditions must and do have sigh PROCESS actions
that produce a wide range of OUTPUT. levels. Poor states with ,many
students must struggle to raise even average-level appropriations 'and
tuition.

Key INPUT Factors. States with high INPUT levels (high tax dollars per
student) usually have' a good Tax Capacity plus a combined low Attendance
Expansion Ratio and low System Support Index resultinglin a low, student
and system load. Low INPUT levels are usually the result of an above
average Attendance Expansion Ratio and SyStem Support Index resulting in a
high student and system load, plus average, to low Tax CaOscity. 'The
Attendance Expansion Ratio is the most important INPUT factor, since in
large measure ft is policy determinant, responsive to public preference
and legislative action. The ratio correspondingly exhibits a wide range
of values reflecting this dependency. These conditions establish
remarkably different capabilities to flapd education relative to student
load, ranging from Alaska with $124,000 potential tax dollars pe annual
FTE student, to MississOli with only $24,000 per student.

Key PROCESS Factors. Of the three PROCESS factors, the Allocati n Rate,
as expected, is the strongest financial action taken by states in
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financing higher education. States with a high PROCESS level usually
allocate an above average percentage of their collected tax revenues to
higher education, although there are many exceptions '(e.g., Michigan which
relies on a high Tax Effort and high Tuition Factor). Low FROCESS states
generally have below average Allocation Ra;es. Neither Tax Effort nor the
Tuition Factor appears to correlate significantly with the final PROCESS
level. No state has high values for all three PROCESS factors. Wisconsin
and Alabama, the highest ranking states ii PROCESS, rank 3rd and 32nd in

T Tax Effort, 25th and 1st in Allocatioh Rate, and 17th and 28th in the
Tuition-Factor respectively.

Wealth and System Cost. Alaska, New York, New Jersey, and California, all
, with high tax revenues, operate the least expensive public higher"4
education systems. These 1dIr cost systtms emphasize attendance at 4-year
and 2-year colleges with resulting \pystem appropriation 'support

requirements (as measured by the System Bapport Index, #3) from 5 to 14
percent below the U.S. norm. Where funding requirements are"'high, the
cause is often a historically predominant! university structure and a
relatively small 2-year college system rather than inherent state wealth.

-

Relationship Between Appropriations and Tuition. Higher educationk
appropriations can be accompanied by either high tuition (South Carolina
and New Jersey):. or low tuition (District of Columbia). In states with a
large proportion of out-of-state students paying 'high non-resident
tuition nearly equal to costs, education approrations map be set
primarily to support the resident enrollment. such is the case in

Vermont, New Hampshire, Colorado, and to.a lessor ext Maine, where
appropriations relative tp total enrollment are substantially lower
because of this dependency on non-resident tutition.

Achievement Records. Four states--Wisconsin, Alabama, Arizona, and
Minnesota -- --have done the most with the least and been dbccessful. Ranking
lowest in-INPUTS and highest in PROCESS, these four states have done their
best to respond to an exceptionally difficult financial challenge and have
secured near or above average'. funding. New York also deserves special
notice for having responded to high INPUT conditions (15th), not with a
typically low PROCESS level but with an equally high PROCESS (15th).

In terms of performing least with the most with resulting low funding per
student, Florida and Oklahoma have high INPUT_ conditions yet respond with
a low PROCESS leading to a low OUTPUT.

Trends. The time span of seven years' for,which data is provided is
sufficient to reflect important trends. The data of tables 4 and 5 for
fiscal years 1978 and 18O through 1985 generally reflect modest and
irregular changes. Occasidhally a sharper consistent change in one or
more measures may'occur in'a particular state. These should be noted and
the consequences of their possible continuation considered."

Of lpeciar-importance is the of purchasing power. The
seen -year change in' education appropri ions per student in constant
dollars is reported in table 1. Inflation of `72 percent for 1978-85 was
estimated based on the 1978-84 bhange in the Higher Education Price Index
and a ohe year projection for 1984-1985 of 6.5 percent. Nationally,

41.



education appropriations per student in constant dollars for the seven
Year period were stable (-1.0g). However, in 17 states the purchasing
'power, of education ` appropriations per student declined more than 10
percent: In South Dakota education appropriations per student declined
28.6 percept during this seven year period!

. g

A =dimity of States increased tuition faster thaq inflation, with a seven.
year nationwide 'improvement in purchasing power per student of 12.1
percent. There wps tremendous,variation among states in this factor
demonstrkting that tuition is a major, policy issue subject to many
considerations other than theobjective of serving as a source of
consistent financial support. Inten states, the real value of tuition to
institutions declined.

/

A majority of states mareged to increase appropriations and tuition
sufficiently to . offset/ inflation. File states -lostj ground
significantlyWisconsin, Washington, Nevadd, Nebraska, and South Dakota.

Erosion of the purchasing power of appropriations and tuition per student
results in a reduction in the assets required to provide services to
syudeats and faculty salaries WHICH CAN NEVER BE MADE UP FOR THE PERIOD

INDIVIDUALS' INVOLVED.

.3
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX wit

.

The appendix material provides definition details of interest to financial
offiCers and researchers;

Basic Data Description and Release Schedule

The nine elements of data used in the model are identified by an
alphabetical letter and described in this section. The time relationships
among data are! shown below.

1983.

Jan Dec Jan
1984 1985

Dec Jan

A. Popblation Jul

B. High School Spring

Graduates

C. Enroent

D. Tax Capacity FY

E. Tax Revenues FY

F. Appropriations

G. System Support FY

Index

Fall

H. Estimated Tuition FY

,Revenues

I. Disposable Calendar year
Personal Income

A. Resident Population, in thousands...*

Ded

Source: Current Population Reports: Pgpulation Estimates and

Projections, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the

Census, Washington, D.C.

B. High Schoof Graduates (public and nonpublic). Excludes equivalency

certificates and graduates4from other programs.

Source: High- school graduate counts were obtained by State Higher
Education Finance Offic6rs (SHEFO) frog state departments of
education. Earlier data of this type is published in

Statistics of Public Elementary and Secondary Schools ,and
Statistics of State School STatems, U.S.#-Department of

Education, National Center tor Education' Statistics,
'Washington, D.C.
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C. Annual Average Full-Time-Equivalent Enrollment in Public Institutions
of Higher Education. A

Source: Provided by State Higher Education Finance Officers (SHEFO):
For other enrollment, data see Fall Enrollment in Higher
Education, 19--, U.S. Department of,Education, National Center
for Education Statistics, lOshington, D.C.

Enrollment in this study is for the higher edu&ation universe
consisting of public institutions listed in the Education Directory
(1903-84) published by the National Center for Educations.Statistics.
Institutions listed provide,\college-level studies, are authorized to
award-at least an associate degree,:and are accredited. An exception'
is made four inclusion'of n9n- listed state appioved area vticational7
technical institutes if they are 4p integral part of the higher
education planning and budgeting effort; are funded as part of 'or in
concert with the ,higher education systenf; hive a- mission, size, and
academic program similar ;o community; colleges; and are directing
efforts toward achieving' accreditation. Only the area vocational-
technical colleges in Minnesota met these criteria. The inclusion of
the Minnesota voc-tech enrollments is the only exception in this study
to the institutional universe defined in the Education Directory.

Enrollment for the above dolverse consists of students taking work
creditable toward an associate, bachelor's, or higher degree, and
those students enrolled for credit or non-credit in a vocitional or
technical program that is normally terminal anUresults in some other
formal recognition below the balccalaureate. Students in non-credit
adult education courses and non-credit extension courses'are excluded.
Such continuing education courses, are often of irregular ;length and
are primarily supported by tuition payments as opposed to
appropriations. .

For the special comparative purposes of .this study, enrollments in
schools of medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine, and osteopathic
medicine (referred to collectively as medical schools) are excluded.

Reported annual average FTE enrollment is computed as follows: total
yearly undergraduate credit hours (including summer sessions. at the
end of the academic year) are divided by 15 and for graduate students
by 12; the resulting,sum is divided by 2 if on a semester plan or by 3
if on a quarter elan. (These conversion factors are derived by
dividing the total number of credits required for completing a degree
program by the number of terms normally requiriad of a fully-e4gaged
student to obtain such credits.) Current FY annual Fra, enrollment is
estimated based on a projected ratio with fall headcount; e.g., FY
1985 annual FTE enrollment FY 1984 annual FTE enrollment x (Oct 1984
headcount/Oct 1983 headcount). In a few states, not identified,
credit hour, coint was nu,. available. In these instances, FTE
enrollment was determined by establishing the full-time-equivalency of
part-time students.

For area vocational-technical institutes included in the institutional
universe, credit-hours for non-credit enrollments are estimated as
followl: 875 contact hours per year* 30 semester or 45 quarter'
credit-hours per year 1 annual FTE sedent. Only students enrollee

- 18 - 23
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in an occupational or other program oriented course which results in
some form of certificate or other formal recognition are included.
* 35 weeks x 25 contact hours per week , 875 contact hours per year.

D. State and Local Government Tax Capacity, in thousands.

Source: 19-- Tax Capacity of the Fifty States, Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations, Washington, D.C.

Tax capacity for 1983 was estimated based on projection of an
eight-year plot (1975-82) of capacity values.

E. State and Local Government Tax Revenue Collected', in thousands. *

source: Goverlimehtal Finances in 19--, U.S. Dhpartment of Commerce,
Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.C.

...:..:. Tax revenues collected for 1983 as reported by the Burea of the
Census were adjusted to conform to tax revenues as defined by the
representative tax system tised for establishing tax capacity.

F. State and Local Government Tax Reveilles Appropriated or Levied for
Operating Expenses of Public Higher Education, in thousands.
(Includes appropriated financial aid for student{ attending in-state
public institutions.)

Source: Provided by State Higher Education Finance Officers (SHEFO)

based on modification of originIl data colleced by M. M.
Chambers. See Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating
Expenses of Higher Education, 19-, N.M. Chambers, Office,of
Research and information, National Association of State
Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, Washington, D.C.

Total state (Fa) and local (Fb) government appropriations:
a. are from state and local government taxes. Funds -from

Federal sources' are excluded. Tuition charges collected by the
institution and remitted to the state as san offset to state
appropriations are excluded (they are reprted, only once as
TUITION).

b. are sums appropriated for current operating expenses at state
public institutions. Sums for capital outlay (new construction and
debt retirement) rand for private institutions are excluded.
Deleted from appropriations is an equal to any tuition used
for debt retirement.

c. include sums fot student financial aid to students attending
state public institutions. Aid to students attending private or
out-of-state institutions is excluded.

d. include sums destined for higher education but appropriated
to some other agency; e.g., funds intended for faculty fringe
'benefits that are appropriated to the state treasurer and.disbursed
by him.

e. include sums for all activities and support elements of
higher educatipn including all non-credit instruction, medical
centers and teaching hospitals, research institutes and



A

laboratories, agricultural experiment stations and cooperative
4 extension services, public television, inter-collegi e athletics,

board of regents, coordinating commission, centra y administered
system support programs, fringe benefits, etc.

Res-Ag-tied appropriations 67c) (Fc is included wit in Fa) are
restricted by legislative budget line-item identification or by
institutional designation fly the direct operations and
administrative (excluding ifidirect costs) support of:

a. research centers, laboratories, and An and sums
separately. budgeted by institutions for o research.
Included is all health science reses*ch. research is
generally an on7going program. Excludes is discretionary use by
faculty of unrestricted appropriations supplemented by other
revenues for short-term research primarily an adjunct component of
instruction (departmental research of an unsponsored nature).
Tuition revenues used for research-are identified as TUITION.

b. agriculture experiment stations and cooperative extension
services.

c. teaching or affiliated hospital operations and public service
patient, care. Included are all medical, dental, veterinary,
optometry, pharmacy, mental health, nursing 'and other health
science institutes, clinics, laboiatories, disOensaries, etc.,
primarily serving the public.

d. schools of medicine', dentistry, veterinary medicine, and
osteopathic medicine.

Education appropriations equal'total state and local appropriations
less res-ag-med appropriations (Fa + Fb Fe).

G. State Higher Education System Support Index.

Source: Derived from U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics fall 1981 enrollment data, and finance
data from Financing_Higher Education in the Fifty States, (4th
Editior, FY -1982), National Center NE Higher Education
Management Systems, 'Boulder, Colorado. Institutional
classifications were reviewed by the State Higher EducatiOn
Finance Officers.

The system ,support index recognizes differences in education
appropriation support requirements and tuition revenues-for ten types
of institutions defined below. --The 'definitions were used for initial
classification of institutions, with subsequent verification and
revisions in each state based on consultation with the State Higher
Education Finance Officer.

The four types of universities are institutions granting a minimum
of 30 dc5ctoral level degrees (including first professional medical)
on an annual basis in three or more program areas or
interdisciplinary program areas.

Major Research UniversitiesTwenty-three doctoral granting institu-
tions having sponsored research programs exceeding $48 million.

Research Universities--Twenty-six doctoral granting institutions
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having sponsored research programs from $27 to $48 million annually._

Intermediate Universities-LThirty doctoral granting institutions
having sponsored research programs between $11 and $27 million and
total educational and general expenditures greater than $100

million.
Small Universities--Thirty-three doctoral granting institutions having

sponsored research programs less. than $11 million and 'total
educational and general expenditures usually less than $100 million.

. ,,/ .

Comprehensive- institutions with strong, diverse graduate .programs
1F-Jdf awarding primarily masters degrees. Must grant a minimum of 30

post-baccalaureate degrees in three or more fields or have an
interdisciplinary program at the post-baccalaureate level.

1

General Baccalaureate--institutions that pridarily emphasize general,
ubdergraduate education and are riot engaged in .significant amounts'

of graduate education.

The two types of two-year institutions confer over 75 percent of

their awards for associate and/or certificate level study.
Two-Year Academic and Comprehensive-institutions emphasizing alliociate

and certificate degrees. The number of degrees awarded in academic "'-

areas must be 20 percent or more, of all degrees awarded.
Two-Year Occupational--institutions emphasizing occupational training.

Incllides state approved area vocational-technical institute when

these institutions are an integral _part of the higher education
system.

Health Professional-- institutions which are/ primarily engaged in

health science education and which confer first-professional medical
degrees.

Other Professional and Specialized--a diverse group of specialized

institutions such as education, engineering, divinity, business,

art, music, law schools, and other health schools (not awarding any
first professional medical degrees).

To compute the index, a constructed financial load per student is first
derived for each state by multiplying the enrollment at each type of
institution within the state by the respective national average

education appropriation (estimated) and tuition rates, ,summing the

derived products, andliaviding by the state's total enrollment. This

constructed load divided by the average education appropriations and
tuition per student for all institutions for the ,U.g. equals the system
support index. Separate indexes are developed for education

appropriations (Ga), tuition (Gt), and education appropriations and
tuition (G). The'fall 1981 TTE enrollment mix for each state and the
1981-82 national average edudation appropriations (estimated) and

.-
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IP

tuition rates
9

per student used
table op the following page.

in index campilati are shown in the

National average , education 'appropriation: rates for. each type of
institution werer-' estimated as proportional. to expenditures for
instruction, academic and .institutional support, student services,
operation and inteniance of the physical plant, and student aid.
Expenditures medical schools were deleted from the estimat

H. Tuition Revenues.

Sourcell Pr ided by State Higher Education Finance Officers (Stli0).
For other tuition data see Financial Statistic of
.Institutions of Higher Education, U.S. Depa4pent of
Education, National Center for Education SEStistics,
Washington, D.C.

Tuition revenues consist of all tuition and fee charges assessed
against students in the public higher education universe. Included
are tuition and fees which are remitted to the state as an off-set to
state appropriations. Charges, for room, board, and other services
rendered by auxiliary enterprises are not repotted.

To establish comparability, all tuition revenues are considered
available for student instruction. Therefore any tuition and fees'
used for capital debt service is included as tuition (note that an
equivalent amount is deducted from appropriations to avoid double
counting).

Tuition revenues should relate to the public enrollment previously
defined and therefore exclyde amounts paid by students enrolled in
schools of medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine, and osteopathic
medicine.

Net tuition equals total tuition as defined above less: (1) the amount
of tuition waived or*discounted by public institutions, and (2) state
appropriated student financial aid provided students attending
in-state public institutions.

I. Disposable Personal Income

Source: Unpublished computer print-out from Department of Commerce.
Bureau of ;conomic Analysis, Washington, D.C.

/4.

frt

9
Note that the appropriation and tuition rates associated with health

professional institutions have been 'set equal to that of major research
universities. This action has the effect of essentially cancelling out
any differential effect of medical school appropriations and tuition.
This simplified adjustment:, as opposed to detailed exclusion of medical
school' enrollments-1 and their rates, was necessary because of data
limitations.

V
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State public FTE enrollment distribution by type of institution and national average
state and local government appropriations and tuition rates per student, 1981-82.

State Major
Research

Research
Univ

Inter
Univ

Small

Univ
Compr

College

Alabama 0.0 8.6 14.1 12.9 36.4

Alaska 0.0 28.2, 0.0 0.0 17.5

Arizona 22.1 0.0 24.4 0.0 8.3

Arkansas 0.0 26.14.04" 0.0 0.0 38.9

California 9.4 1.5 1.6 0.7 25.6

4 Colorado 0.0 34.5 0 8.6 12.8

"Connecticut 0.0 0.0 .4 0.0 35,1

Delaware 0.0 0.0 68.2 0.0 0.0

D.C. . " 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Iliorida 3 0.0 15.9 0.0 13.7

Georgia
Hawaii

2 .2

4
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

11.9
0.0

26.0
0.0

Idaho 0.0-` 0.0 29.0 0.0 52.0

Illinois 10.4 0.0 6.8 17.5 14.3

Indiana 20.7 19.6 0.0 18.1 26.1

Iowa 0.0 54.1 0.0 0.0 11.1

Kansas 0.0 19.4 22.7 0.0 27.0

Kentucky 0.0 21.9 0.0 16.6 37.6

LOuisiana 0.0 22.1 a.o 0.0 67.3

Maine 0.0 ' 0.0 0.0 0.0 63.3

Maryland 0.0 25.2 0.0 0.0 27.0

Massachusetts 0.0 0.0 18.6 0.0 35.6

Michigan' 23.2 0.0 7.3 .6 19.2

Minnesota 29.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.9

Mississippi 0.0 13.7 0.0 24.2 11.2

Missouri 0.0 17.6 0.0 6.4 39.5

Montana 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 68.3

Nebraska 0.0 38.9 0.0 0.0 26.6

Nevada 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 65.6

New Happshire 0.0 0.0 52.1' 0.0 0.0

New Jersey 0.0 0.0 16.4 0.0 29.3

New Mexico .
0.0 26.2 40.4 0.0 18.8

New York 0.0 1.7 7.4 6.1 30.0

North Carolina 20.6 0.0 0.0 4.8 24.7

North Dakota 0.0 d.o 0.0 31.1 29.0

Ohio 16.7 0.0 8.3 33.6 12.7

Oklahoma 0.0 20.8 18.2 0.0 18.4

Oregon 17.3 - 0.0 0.0 110.2 14.4

Pennsylvania 14.7 9.6 10.0 0.0 29.6

Rhode Island 0.0 0.0 46.5 0.0 . 24.8

South Carolina 0.0 0.0 35.5 0.0 12.2

South Dakota 0.0 ,a,:o 0.0 28.1 31.7

Tennessee 0.0 0.0 21,1 12:9 38.3

Texas 16.9 0.0 9.1 5.6 29.0

Utah 0.0 56.5 0.0 0.0 0.0

Vermont 0.0 0.0 65.2 0.0 0.0

Virginia 0.0 20.6 9.6 3.3 26.5

Washington 19.3 10.4 0.0 0.0 14.6

West Virginia 0.0 0.0 33.5 '0.0 16.3

Wisconsin 20.9 0.0 0.0 10.6 36.8

Wyoming 0.0 0.0 56.3 0.0 0.0

Total U.S. 9.9 6.6 8.0 6.1 25A

S & L Approp. $4.540 $3,728 $3,819 $3,186 $3,022

Tuition Rev $1,508 $1.418 '' $1,461 $1,275 $925

Total $6,048 $5,146 $5,280 $4,461 $3,947

Gen BA
College

0.6
5.2

0.0
17.0
0.0
18.2
0.6
8.0
0.0
0.0
7.2
9.3
5.3
0.0
0.01 1

0.0
5.1

8.6
1.8
9.5
4.4
11.0
'6.7

2.8
7.6

5.1

11.9
7.2
0.0
28.1
11.8
0.0
5.3
7.7
16.9
1.0

) 7.9

1 1.6
3.9
0.0
14.3
25.8
0.0
0.4

20.1
24.0
5.3
1.5

68.0
2.2

0.0

4.2

$2,864
$949

$3,813

* Set equal to rate for major research university therkby excluding
the differential effect of medical school enrollments.

a

Two-yr

Acad/

Two-yr
Occup

Health
Prof

1

Other

Prof

22.7 3.7 0.,0 0.9
33.5 15.6 0.0 0.0
43.8 1.4 0.0 0.0
11.7 3.1 2.,4 0.0
-60.7 0.0 0.4 0.2
21.4 N 1.0 1.2 2.4

27.,1 8.0 0.8 0.0
0.0 23.8 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

57.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
22.9 0.0 1.7 2.1

20.1 21.Q 0.0 0.0
13.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
49.2 0.6 1.3 0.0
4.5 10.9 0.0 0.0
17.0 17.8 0.0 0.0
23.6 0.5 1.7 0.0
15.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
6.8 0.0 2.0 0:0
6.8 13.0 0.0 9.4

39.4 0.0 3.4 0.0.

26.0 6.7 0.3 1.8

35.4 2.6 0.0 0.0
15.2 25.5 0.0 0.0
31.6 11.6 0.0 0.0
25.4 0.2 0.0 5.9
6.5 0.0 0.0 13.3

0.0 22.9 4.4 0.0 ,

34.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
1.6 1$.1 0.01 0.0

24.3 14.4 1.1) 2.7

11.1 3.5 0.0 0.0
35.9 .9.2 1.5 2.9 c

6.7 35.3 0.0 0,3
22:9 0.0 0.0 0.0 # s

11.7 15.8 0.3 0.0
26.4 1.4- 2.3 4.6
10.6 33.4 1.5 5.0
25.9 5.9 0.2 0.1

28.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
2.6 33.5 1.9 0.0
0.0 3.4 0.0 11.0

14.1 11.8 1.8 0.0
31.0 5.3 1.7 1.0

7.1 16.3 0.0 0.0
5.5 5,3 0.0 0.0
23.5 11.1 0.0 0.0
45.8 8.4 0.0 0.0
'9.5 0.0 0.5 2.1

3.9 25.6 0.0 0.0
43.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

30.5 7.8 0.7 0.9
United Stater

$2,034 $2,311 $4,540* $3,914 $2,948

$507 $661 $1,508* $1,262 $940

$2.541 '$2,972 $6,048* $5,176 $3,888

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Comparability of Data

To establish comparability, the differential effects of extraneous factors
must be eliminated so that the measurement being observed is exclusively
dependent on reported variables of immediate interest. In this study of
appropriated support of public higher education, the variables of
immediate interest are student load, system load, tax capacity and effort,
allocation rate, and role of tuition. With regard to the extraneous

- factors, improvements have been made to reduce variations in accounting
and reporting practices, and to provide data of greater detail to isolate
desired comparable components. Full- time - equivalent student enrollment is
now, for tia first time, based on ,credit-hours and calculated by
standard formula. Also, student related "education" appropriations a
now separately identified for, a closer tie with student load.

'While some technical problems of data comparability remain, the Are
serious concerns are with concept and theory. Six such areas are cited
below. They are listed in order of presumed seriousness. Currently the
author is investigating only the first three problems. The scope of the
others may be beyond the capacity of this study. Also their complexity is
likely to prevent any short term resolution.

1. This study presents education appropriations and tuition revenues
per student without. further identification of the student's residence
status. These measures properly report the overall roles of the two
revenues. However, tuition and appropriation rates are differentially set
for resident and non - resident students, wlthc, some states charging
non-resident tuition nearly equal to cosh. Appropriations are set to
nearly cover the costs of educating resident students with minimal tuition
charge. Thus the two revenue sources have reverse roles for residents and
non-residents. Thisdibtinction is critical in a few states charging high
tuition to a large proportion of non- residents. Currently this condition
is identified for -.five states in this study by a a symbol (Colorado,
Vermont; New HampshSre, Maine, and Delaware). Where this representatioh
is, a problem, revenue's should be separately reported for residents and
non-residents if an accurate picture of state financing based on the
determinate factors is to be presented.

To secure the necessary resident and non-resident enlolltent division
would require an exceptionals effort. on irhe part of the State Higher
Education Finance Officers. In some states the data are not readily
available, in'others with small' non- resident enrollments the distinction
is not important. With these conditions in mind, the feasibility of
collecting such data is being investigated. Any collection of migration
data is likely to involve only the five states where this issue is
critical. ,4

2. Three examples illustrate the inconsistencies among states in
budgeting and accounting procedures that reduce comparability of
appropriations. First, state governments have various practices regarding
remission of certain revenues and receipts by public institutions to the
state treasury. These remissions,. in effect, lower actual funding from
state sources. Student tuition payments, interest earned, and indirect
cost recovery on sponsored research are examples of revenues received by
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institutions which in some instances are remitted to the state. In the

case of interest, the state may hold unexpended institutional

appropriations, retaining the interest earned. The state also may retain
interest on tuition revenues remitted *by.the institutions. To establish

, comparability of appropriations, amounts, emitted, when an exeiption to

common state practice, must be subtracted from apprOpriations. However,

too much of this type of adjustment will result in appropriations loosing

their identify. The problem is to identify by state the major types and
amounts of revenues remitted and thereby establish the. magnitude and
location of the inconsistencies. Use of a survey for this purpose is
being considered.

A seconds-example relates to state funding of public institutions by means
other than appropiiations, as, for example, receipt of lease income and
mineral extraction fees on land set aside by the state for institutional
benefit. . All such non-appropriated state support, in effect, is' a
substitute for appropriations and should, for cosparabilityr be considered
and repoited as if it were appropriated.

The use of "close-ended" versus "open-ended" funding'is h third example of
variation in state budgeting. practice- that affects the real level of
appropriated support. the close-'ended case, institutions may not
retain revenues received beyond the level projected on which

appropriations were established. In' open-ended funding, institutions may
retain any amount of revenue received. This often encourages strong
entrepreneural efforts.' The open-ended situatio% obviously "increases"

4 the real funding consequences ,of a given. level of state appropriations
relative to the clre-ended restraint.

Another inconsistency which may be mentioned here is the occasional

presence of non- reoccuring major expenditures by institutions such as the

start-up costs of a new program. The inclusion of large oneTtime-only
appropriations distorts "normal year" amounts and reduces state-to-state
comparability., An appropriate rule for exclusion of large atypical
amounts should be established.

3. The prices paid for goods and services purchased by colleges and
universities vary with geography. Because education is labor intensive,
such of this' variation is due to differences in the basic wages paid to
faculty and administrators. Alaska, with.a very high cost-of-living, may
require as much as 45 'percent more funding than average to attract and
hold equivalent faculty. In the sun belt, competition for jobs may reduce
comparable salaries, to 20 percent' below average. Other factors

establishing geographical wage differences apiliclude unionization,

profitability of nearby industries, urbanization, and climate and so
attractiveness of the area. The prices colleges and universities pay
supplies, materials, utilities, 'and equipment also vary by location

depending on proximity to supplier and local demand.

The comparability of state funding would be substantially improved if
7 dollar amounts represented equal value; i.e., equivalent purchasing power.

A geographic price index may be used to establish this equivalency by
measuring the relative differences among states in prices paid by colleges
and universities for a fixed group of typically purchased goods and ,
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4

services. The representative goods of the "market basket" being priced
must be of fixed description, and this requirement of constant quality
prevents any easy derivation of the index.

4. This study does not take into account the private sector and its
role in.provding postsecondary education opportunities that complement
and thereby offset state public higher education responsibilities. States
with large private sectors recognize the shared responsibility to

residents and design their public systems accordingly. The multiple
effects of a strong in-state private sector on virtually all of the
variables in this model are not now taken into account; and development of
adjusting factors appears particularly difficult.

5. Tax revenues as reported in this study do not represent the
total fiscal reflyurces available to a state to support public services.
Nontax revenues and Federal revenue sharing funds, which vary greatly
from state to state, are not included. Although these revenues are often
designated for spec p1 uses,' they may offset theineed for tax funds for
other public service requirements incliiding higher education. Thus,

total revenues may be a more valid measure of state resources available to
support public higher education than tax revenues alone. Arguments
against inclusion of nontex revenues are based on two factors: (1) taxes
are the near-exclusive source of revenues for appropriations for higher
education, and (2) tax rates, and hence total tax revenues, are probably
not significantly affected by the amount of nontix revenues collected:

-A second problem with tax revenues is the latenesi'of the published
data. This study uses FY 83 tax revenues as the base for FY 85 education
appropriations,. when, in reality, these appropriations are funded with
concurrent (FY 85) tax collections. Durilig stable periods this
inconsistency causes no difficulty. ,but if tax revenues should rise or
fall sharply, the immediate effect- on education appropriations is not
properly donveyed using the older tax data.

6. This study?' does not take into account the effect of population
density on state support requirements. A "demographic factor" would
adjust for the fact that sparsely settled states require cost duplicating,"
multiple, dispersed institutions, whereas heavily populated states permit'
large institutions with attenuant ekoaomies of scale.

J

10
Nontax revenues are receipts from, such 'diverse sources as fees and

charges, rents, fines, interest earnings) and net profits from
government-operated utilities, gas and water companies, lotteries, and
liquor stores. Tuition payments are,a form of nontax revenue and are

intonto account in this study.
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TABLE 1
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
1984-85

01

Resident Student Source
High School Graduates
Spring 1984 .

HS grads per
_1,000 pop. Index

se

1. CONNECTICUT 4.8 124
2. WISCONSIN 4.4 121

3. NEW HAMPSHIRE 4.4 121

4. MINNESOTA 4.4 121
5. MASSACHUSETTS 4.3 120
6. OHIO 4.2 120
7. IOWA 3.9 117
8. MAINE 3.7 115
9. VERMONT 3.6 115
10. MICHIGAN 3.5 113
11. NORTH DAKOTA 3.4 113
12. DELWARE 3.4 112

13. NEW JERSEY 3.3 112
14. MARYLAND 3.3 112

15. SOUTH DAKOTA 3.3 112
16. PENNSYLVANIA 2.9 109
17. INDIANA 2.8 108
18. HAWAII 2.7 107
19.ONTANA 2.5 105
20. ILLINOIS 2.4 104
21. SUM CAROLINA 2.3 103
22. RHODE ISLAND 2.2 102
23. ALABAMA 2.2 102
24. MISSOURI 2.2 102
25. NEBRASKA 2.1 102
26. NEW MEXICO 2.1 102
27. UTAH 2.1 102
28. IDAHO t 2.1) 102
29. ARKANSAS 2.0 101
30. VIRGINIA 2.0 101
31. 'WEST VIRGINIA 1.9 '100
32. MISSISSIPPI 1.9 100

4 .33. IghTUCKY 1.7 98
34. N13 YORK 1.7 98
35. TENNESSEE 1.5 97 .

36. NORTH CAROLINA 1.4 96
37. ALASKA 1.4 96
38. WYOMING 1.2 94
49. WASHINGTON 1.1 93-
40. CAEORGIA 1.0 93
41. KANSAS,. 1.0 92
42. ORMOW' 0.8 91
43. TEXAS 0.7 90
44. OKLAHOMA 0.7 90
45. COLORADO 0.5 88
46. LOUISIANA 0.4 87
41. CALIFORNIA 0.3 86
48. NEVADA 0.2 86
49. DIST COL 9.1 77
50.1ARIZONA 9.0 75

51. FLORIDA 8.8 74

UNITED STATES 11.9 100

33

01 itssidanC Student Source Sigh school graduates
per 1,600 population (5 /A). This is the primary
source of entering freshmen at public institutions
in the and is therelore the best single
starting base for deriving total enrollments. The
state's primary higher education responsibility is
to provide post - secondary educational
opportunities to its own resident high school
graduates. (INPUT factor)

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
f2
Attendance Expansion Ratio
1984 -8

FTE public
students per
HS graduate Index

1. ARIZONA
2. CALIFORNIA
3. WYOMING
4.. COLORADO
5. KANSAS
6. mom CAROLINA
7. NORTH DAXOTA
8. WASHINGTON
9. OREGON

10.

1. VSSAIII.CSTIPPI

12. TEXAS
13. NEW MEXICO
14. UTAH
15. WISCONSIN
16. FLORIDA
17. NEBRASKA
18. VIRGINIA
19. MARE
20. LOUISIANA
21. AL4SEA
22. ALABAMA
23. MINNESOTA
24. ILLINOIS
25. MARYLAND
26. MICHIGAN
27. MONTANA
28. NEVADA
29. IOWA
30. IDAHO
31. WEST VIRGINIA
32. HAWAII
33. INDIANA
34. TENNESSEE
35. RHODE ISLAND
36. NEW YORK
37. SOUTH DAKOTA
38. MISSOURI
39. GEORGIA
40. ARKANSAS
41. Kamm
42. VERMONT '

43. SOUTH CAROLINA
44. OHIO
45. MAINE
46. PENNSYLVANIA
41. MASSACHUSETTS
48. NEW JERSEY
49. NEW HAMPSHIRE
50. DIST COL e

51. CONNECTICUT

4.83 191

3.78 150
3.71 147

3.44 136
3.41 135
3.36 133
3.27 130
3.17 125
3.16 125
3.08 122

2.97 118
2.89 114
2.84 112
2.83 112
2.82 112
2.82 112

2.78 110
2470 107

2.69 107
2.69 106
2.62 104
2.61 103
2.60
2.59 11g1

2.53 100
2.51 99

)2.48 98
2.46 97
2.40 95
2.32 92
2.31 91
2.29 91

2.22 88
2.16 86
2.15 85
2.10 83
2.08 82
2.06 82
2.06 82
2.03 80
2.03 80
1.99 79

1.94 77
1.86 73

1.69 67
1.68 67
1.66 66
1.66 66

1.37 t14

1.55

1.31 52

UNITED STATES 2.53 100

02 Attendance rresion Betio Annual full-time-equivalent
meenrollnt in lit institutions of higher education per

'high school graduate (C/11/. This ratio measures the degree
to which s state provides attractive and accessible
opportunities for higher education to both in-state and
net-of -state students relative to the else of its resident
student scores. Nigh retina indicate states heavily in the
"business" of higher education compared to their basic
responsibility to high school graduates. (INPUT factor"

N./

ENROL
StudenWEnrollaent
1984-85
(01 x 02) Annual

FTE public
students per
1.000 pop Index

1. NORTH DAKOTA 43.9 146
2. ARIZONA 43.2 144
3. WYOMING' 41.6 138
4. WISCONSIN 40.7 135
'5. CALIFORNIA 38.9 129
6. NORTH CAROLINA , 38.4 128
7. KANSAS 37.5 125
8. MINNESOTA 37.4 124

COLORADO 36.1 120
DELAWARE 36.0 120
MISSISSIPPI 35.2 117

INGTON 35.0 116
13. NOW MEXICO
14. UTAH

34.4
34.3

114
114 glb

15. OREGON 34.3 114
16. NEBRASKA 33.7' 112
17. MICHIGAN 33.7 112
18. MARYLAND. 13.7 112
19. IOWA 33.4 III
20. OKLAHOMA 33.0 110
21. VIRGINIA 32.4 108.
22. ILLINOIS 32.2 107
23. ALABAMA 31.7 105
24. MONTANA 31.0 103
25. TEXAS 31.0 103
26. ALASKA 29.8 99
27. HAWAII 29.1 976
28. INDIANA 28.5 95
29. IDAHO 28.1 93
30. LOUISIANA 27.9' 93
31. SOUTH DAKOTA lb 27.6 92
32. WEST VIRGINIA 27.4 91
33. VERMONT 27.2 99
34. OHIO 26.4 88
35. RHODE ISLAND 26.2 87
36. NEVADA 25.1 84
37. MISSOURI 25.0 83
38. TENNESSEE 25.0 83
39. FLORIDA 04.8 82
40. NEW YORK 24.4 81
41. ARKANSAS 24.4 81
42. SOUTH CAROLINA 23.8 79
43. KENTUCIY 23.8 79
44, MASSACHUSETTS 23.8 79
45. MAINE ' 23.2 77

46. GEORGIA 22.7 75
47. NEW HAMPSHIRE 22.4 74
48. NEW JERSEY 22.1 74
49. PENNSYLVANIA 21.8 72
50. CONNECTICUT 19.4 64
St. DIST COL 12.6 42

UNITED STATES 30.1 100

ENROL Student Enrollment Axonal average ful,1 -time

equivalent students in public institutions of +labor
education per 1,000 population (01 x 01). Measures
financial load for funding that supports student-related
functions of instruction, &colonic and imetitutiomal
support, student services. and operation and swistsamisie
of the physical plant. Mama no distinction between ell
varied support requirements of the differeat types of
institutions la the state system.



TABLE 1 13
SEVEN FACTORS System Support
IN STATE 1981-82
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
1984-85

4

1.

2. EWJMEXICO
3. DELAWARE
4: INDIANA
5. HAWAII
6. NEW HAMPSHIRE
7. UTAH
8. GEORGIA
9.4EBRASIA
10. OHIO
11. WEST VIRGINIA 10/
12. IOWA 106
13. LOUISIANA 107

14. SOUTH DAKOTA 105

15. OKLAHOMA 105
16. RHODE-ISLAND 105
17. KANSAS 106

18. WISCONSIN 106

19. IDAHO 105

20: ARIZONA 105

21. MINNESOTA ' 106

22. COLORADO 104

23. SOUTH CAROLINA 103

24. KENTUCXY 103

25. PENNSYLVANIA 105

26. ARKANSAS 105

27. WYOMING 103

28. HicHtcsg 104

29. TENNESSEE 102
30. OREGON 103
31. TEXAS 103
32. MONTANA 104

33, NORTH CAROLINA 102
34. ALABAMA 101

35. DIST COL 103
36. MISSOURI 100
37. VIRGINIA 99
38. CONNECTICUT 100
39. MAINE 100
40. MARYLAND 97
41. NORTH DAKOTA 96
42. MASSACHUSETTS 97
43. WASHINGTON 97

44. NEW JERSEY 96
45. ILLINOIS
46. FLORIDA
47. ALASKA
48. MISSISSIPPI
49. NEW YORK
50. NEVADA
51. CALIFORNIA

COSA kiAVI

Index

SSIa' SSIt SSI
Approp Tuition Total

ti

116 132 120
115 129 119
115 131 119

115 123 117

116 115 116
110 123 113
109 121 112

111 112 111

108 115 110
108 lir 110

115 109
1114 108
108 107

113 107

111 107

112 107

112 107

106 106

109 106
106 106

103 106

112 106

110 105
109 105

105 105

108 105

111 105

103 104

107 103
104 103
102 103
101 103

100 102

105 102

98 102

101 100
103 100

101 100

95 99
96 97

100 97

97 97

93 96

95 96
95 94 95

,95 90 94

94 94 94

93 97 94
92 89 92

91 83 89
88 80 86

4i1

UNITED STATES 100 100 100

13 system Support Index (SST) Constructed state and local
government education appropriations and tuition revenue par
student based on application of national average ratesby
type of institution to state enrollment mix (C). Measures
the relative funding requirements of a state's system of
higher education by taking into account the student-re ted

education costs associated with each type of institution
which are dependent on mission. academic and public service
programs, and support requirements. (INPUT factor)

-.SYSTEM LOAD
System FinanCial Requirements
1984-85

(ENROL ; 03)

04
Tax Capacity

1983 eat.

BE COPY AVAILABLE

Pub his X
load 0.peh...
1,000 pop Index

I. ARIZONA 45.8 152 I. ALASKA
2.WTOMING 43.7 145 2. WYOMING
3. WISCONSIN 43.2 143 3. NEVADA
4. DELAWARE- 42.9 143 4. TEXAS
5. NORTH DAKOTA '' 42.6 141 5. OKLAHOMA
6, NEW MEXICO f41.0 136 6. COLORADO
7. KANSAS 40. 2 133 7. CALIFORNIA
8. MINNESOTA 39.6 132 8. CONNECTICUT
9. NORTH CAROLINA t 39.2 130 9. NEW MEXICO
10. UTAH 18.5 128 10. LOUISIANA
II. COLORADO 38.3 127 11, DIST COL
12. NEBRASKA 37.1 123 12. DELAWARE
13. IOWA' ' 36.1 120 13. NORTH DAKOTA
14. OREGON 35.3 117 14. HAWAII
15. OKLAHOMA 35.3 117 15. MONTANA
16. MICHIGAN * 35.1 117 16. NEW JERSEY'
17. HAWAII - 33.7 112 17. KANSAS
'18. WASNLNGTON 33.6 112 18. FLORIDA
19. CALIFORNIA 13:4 III 19. MASSACHUSETTS
20. INDIANA 33.4 111 20. WAWINGTON
21. MISSISSIPPI 33.1 110 21. MEW HAMPSHIRE
22. MARYLAND 32.7 108 22. AIRYLAITDV.
23. VERMONT 32.6 108 23. OREGON
24. VIRdINIA 32.4 108 24. MINNESOTA
25. ALABAMA 32.4 108 25. ILLINOIS
26. MONTANA , 32.0 106 '26. NEBRASKA
27. TEXAS 32.0 106 27. ARIZONA
28. ILLINOIS 30.6 102 28. IOWA
29. WEST VIRGINIA 29.8 99 29. VIRGINIA
30. LOUISIANA 29.8 99 30. MICHIGAN
31. IDAHO 29.8 99 31. NEW YORK
32. SOUTH DAKOTA 29.6 98 32. WEST VIRGINIA
33. OHIO 29.1 97 33c1B110
34. RHODE ISLAND 28.1 93 ft 34. MISSOURI
35. ALASKA 28.0 93 35. SOUTH DAKOTA
36. TENNESSEE 25.7- 85. 36. VERMONT
37. ARKANSAS 25.6 85 37. INDIANA ,

38. NEW HAMPSHIRE 2'.3 84 38. PENNSYLVANIA
39. GEORGIA 25:2 84 39. IDAHO
40. SOUTH CAROLINA 25.0 83 40. UTAH
41. MISSOURI 25.0 83 41. WISCONSIN
43.
43. A

25.0 83
77

42. GEORGIA
43. MAINE

44. MASSACHUSETTS 23.0 77 44. KENTUCKY
45. MAINE 23.0 76 45. RHODE ISLAND
46. PENNSYLVANIA 22.9 76 46. NORTH CAROLINA
47. NEW YORK 22.5 75 47. ARKANSAS
48. NEVADA ' 22.4 74 48. TENNESSEE
49. NEW JERSEY . 21.3 71 49. SOUTH CAROLINA
50. CONNECTICUT 19.4 64 50. ALABAMA
51. DIST al 12.8 43 51. MISSISSIPPI

UNITED STATES 30.1 100 UNITED STATES

SYSTEM LOU System financial Requirements ft Tax Capacity The
Financial load on spites imposed by
enrollment and differential costa for the
types of institutions involved (I(ROL x #3).
Reported in annual FT! student, adjusted for
the national average education appropriation
and tuition funding rates associated with the
enrollment mix by type of institution within
the state's public higher education eyeten.

Dollars
per
capita Index

$3,781 321

$2,315 197
$1,792 152
$1,519 129
$1,475 125
$1,418 121

$1,370 117

$1.359 116
$1,358 115
$1,358 115

$1,337 114

$1,337 114

$1,325 113
$1,322 112

$1,300 111

$1,257 107
$1,253 107
$1,252 106
$1,193 101

$1,193 101

$1,169 99
$1,169 99
$1,158 98
$1,158 98
$1,145 97
$1,144 97
$1,122 95
$1,110 94
$1,098 93
$1,086 92
$1,080. '92

$1,075 91

$1,063 90
$1,057 90
$1,054 90
$1,044 89
$1,040 88
$1,039 88

$1,016 86
$1,009 86
$1,003 85

$980 83

$969 82

$968 82

$957 81

$956 81

$945 80
$897 76

$862 73

$856 73

$839 71

14.176 100

potential of state and
local governments to obtain revenues for public
purposes through various kinds of taxes (D/A).
Measured by a °representative tax system" that
defines the tax capacity of a state and its local
govermments as the amount of revenue they could
raise if all 5,D state-loeal systems applied
identical tax rates (national averages) to their
respective tax bases. (INPUT factor)

ir
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TABLE 1
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
1984-85

#5

Tax Effort
1983 est.

I. NEW YORK
2. DIST COL
3. WISCONSIN
4. RHODE ISLAND
5. ALASKA
6. MICHIGAN
7. MINNESOTA
8. MASSACHUSETTS
9. NEW JERSEY
10. MAINE
11. HAWAII
12. MARYLAND
13. ILLINOIS
14. PENNSYLVANIA

Percent Index

168.91
149.01
140.91
134.6%
128.22
125.62
122.62
118.7%
114.61
110.52
109.32
107,82
106.52

15. WYOMING .1.105.31
16. IOWA 0, 104.82
17. CONNECTICUT 102.71
18. OHIO 102.42
19. VERMONT 102.42
20. WASHINGTON 101.61
21. NEBRASKA 98.21
22. OREGON 97.9% 98
23. GEORGIA 97.02e 97
24. CALIFORNIA 94.52 95
25. UTAH 94.32 94
26, NORTH CAROLINA 93.82 94*
27. ARIZONA 93.52 94
28. VIRGINIA 93.11 93
29. SOUTH CAROLINA 91.72 92
30. MISSISSIPPI 90.71 91

169
149
141

135
128
126
123
119
115
111

109
108
106
106
105
1'05

103
102
102
13)23

31. MONTANA
32. ALABAMA
33. KANSAS
34. KENTUCKY
35. INDIANA
36. MISSOURI
37. TENNESSEE
38. DELAWARE
39. IDAHO
40. SOUTH DAKOTA
41. WEST VIRGINIA
42. ARKANSAS
43. COLORADO
44. NORTH DAKOTA
45. NEW HAMPSHIRE
46. NEW MEXICO
47. LOUISIANA
48. OKLAHOMA
49. FLORIDA
50. TEXAS
51. NEVADA

90.02 90
89.52 89
88.92 89
87.1Z 87
86.82 87
86.52 87
86.5% 87
85.42 85

84.42 84
84.32 84
83.02 83
80.52 80
80.42 80
80.42 80
76.2% 76
74.31 74
73.8% 74
73.41 73
72.72 73
64.71 65
59.01 59

UNITED STATES 100.01 100

OS Tax Effort State and local tax revenue collected
as percentage of sigte and local tax capacity (E/D).
Tax effort measures, as a percentage. how much of
stare and local government tax capacity is actually
used. The tax 'revenue collected for all states equals
total tax capacity nationwide, an chat the national
effort, by definition, is 100 percent. Effort
measures for the individual states indicate bow they
compare with the national average. (PROCESS factor)

TAX
Tax Revenue
1983 eat.
(#4 A #5)

I. ALASKA
2. WYOMING
3. DIST COL
4. NEW YORK
5. HAWAII
6. NEW JERSEY
/. MINNESOTA
8. MASSACHUSETTS
9. WISCONSIN
10. CONNECTICUT
11. MICHIGAN
12. CALIFORNIA
13. RHODE ISLAND
14. MARYLAND
15. ILLINOIS

.16. WASHINGTON
17. MONTANA
18. IOWA
19. DELAWARE
20. COLORADO
21. OREGON
22. NEBRASKA
23. KANSAS
24. PENNSYLVANIA
25. OHIO
26. OKLAHOMA
27. MAINE
28. VERMONT
29. NORTH DAKOTA
30. NEVADA
31. ARIZONA
32. VIRGINIA
33. NEW MEXICO
34. LOUISIANA

35. TEXAS
36. GEORGIA
37*-1ITAH--

38. MISSOURI
39. FLORIDA
40, INDIANA
41. NORTH CAROLINA
42. WEST VIRGINIA
43. NEW HAMPSHIRE
44. SOUTH DAKOTA
45. IDAHO
46. KENTUCKY
47. SOUTH CAROLINA
48. TENNESSEE
49. ALABAMA
93. MISSISSIPPI
Si. ARKANSAS

Dollars
Per

capita Index

$4,848 412
$2,438 207
$1,992 f69
$1,825 155
$1,445 123
$1.441 122

$1,420 121

$1,416 120

$1.413 120
$1,396 119

$1,364 116

$1,295 110
$1,288 110

$1.260 107

$1,220 104

$1,212 103
$1,170 99
$1,164 99
$1,142 97

$1,140 97
$1,134 96
$1,124 96
$1,113 95
$1,103 94
$1,088 92
$1,082 92
$1,071 91

$1,069 91

$1,065 91

$1,057 90
$1,050 89
$1,022

$1. 86

$1. 85
$9113

$952 81

$951 81

$915 78

$91Q 77

$902 77

$897 76

$893 76

$891 76

$889 76

$857 73

$843 72

$790 67
$776 66

$766 65

$761 65
$760 65

87

UNITED STATES $1,176 100

tr

TAR Tax Revenues State and local tax revenue
collected per capita (i4 :x 05). Collected tam
revenue represents the wealth available to state
and local governments for public use. The index
essentially identifies "rich" versos "poor" states
according to the size of their current tax income.
State wealth such as nontax revenues from
government fees, and .charges for selling certain
public marvicee are not included.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

06

-Allocation to Public
Higher Education
1984-85

4

1. ALABAMA

Education
(tottepidpprop

g wcent of
, Index

1 : (16.6) 165
2. NEW MEXICO 14.02 (16.9) 158
3. NORTH CAROLINA 13.71 (17.7) 155
4. UTAH 13.11 (15.0) 147
5. ARIZONA' 12.82 (15.0) 145
6. 12.71 (17.4) 143
7. HAWAII
8. IDAHO '

12.2212.22
12.12

(14.3)
(13.8)

137

137
9. MISSISSIPPI 12.12 (16.9) 136
10, ARKANSAS 11.72 (13.6) 132
11. CALIFORNIA 11.72 (13.0) 131
12. NORTH DAKOTA 11.52 (15.5) 130
13. DELAWARE 11.41 (12.1) ,128
14. TENNESSEE 11.2% (13.6) 126
15. TEXAS II.ot '(15.6) 124
16. KANSAS 10.71 (14.1) 121
17. MONTANA 10.21 (11.3) 115
18. INDIANA 9.72 (11.1) 109
19. VIRGINIA 9.62 (11.9) 109
20. IOWA , 9.62 (11,4) 109
21. WASHINGTON 9.5Z (10.7) 107
22, MINNESOTA 9.42 (10.9) 105
23. KENTUCKY 9.3% (12.9) 105
24. OREGON 9.32 (11.7) 105
25. WISCONSIN 9.31 (10.5) 105
26. WYOMING 8.92 (10.1) 100
27. GEORGIA 8.9% (11.4) 10D
28. LOUISIANA 8.82 (12.8) 99
29. FLORIDA 8,7% (10.5) 98
30. OKLAHOMA 8.62 (10.4) 97
31. MARYLAND 8.12 (10.0) 91

32, MISSOURI 8.I1 (9.0) 91

33. NEBRASKA 7.91 (43-4) 90
,34. WEST VIRGINIA 7.82 (11.0) 88
35. RHODE ISLAND 7.8Z (8.0) 88
36. COLORADO 7.7: (10.4) 87
37. ILLINOIS 7.71* (9.2) 86
38. MICHIGAN 7.4% (8.5) 84

39. NEVADA 7.31 (8.3) 82
40. OHIO 6.92' (8.3) 78
41. MAINE 6.92 (7.4) 78
42. MASSACHUSETTS 6.82 (7.1) 76
43. NEW YORK 6.72. (7.7) 76

44. ALASKA 6.51 (7.2) 73
45. PENNSYLVANIA 6.52 (7.0) 73
46. SOUTH DAKOTA 6.5% (8.3) 73
47. NEM JERSEY 6.21 (7.5) 70

it 48. DIST COL 5.1% (5.1) 58
49. VERMONT 4.82 (6.6) 55
50. NEY, HAMPSHIRE 4.72 (5.0) 53

51. CONNECTICUT 4.61 (5.6) 52

UNITED STATES 8.91 (10.6) 100

16 Allocation to Public Higher Education Stare
and local tax revenue appropriated or levied for
currant operating education expense* of public
institutiona (11a0b:W55E---This ratio suggests
the relative importance and requirements of
financing public student education to the funding
of other public service in the state and local
government budsilts. The ratio for total
appropriations is shown sp,f factor

..411 LuilA V:10 2, ',Tiff



TABLE I
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER'
EDUCATION
1984-85

APP
Education Appropriations

per Student 1984-85
(TAX x f6/ENROLL)

Dollars
per
student Index

1. ALASKA $10,584 10S
2. DIST COL $8,128 234%
3. HAWAII $6,055 175
4. WYOMING $5,195 150
5. NEW YORK $5,008 $144
6. SCIITHVAROLINA$4,202 121

7. NEW MEXICO $4,111 119
8. NEW JERSEY $4,051 117
9. MASSACHUSETTS $4,034 116
10. CALIFORNIA $3,885 112
11. RHODE ISLAND $3,845 111

12. MONTANA $3,841 111

13. GEORGIA $3,710 107
14. IDAHO $3,705 107
15. ARKANSAS $3,660 106
16. UTAH $3,617 104
17. DELAWARE $3,6070 104
18. MINNESOTA $3,553 102
19. ALABAMA $3,541 102
20. TEXAS $3,498 101
21. TENNESSEE $3,476 100
22. IOWA . $3,352 97
23. CONNECTIVE $3,314
24. KIMUCIT $3,305
25. PENNSYLVANIA $3,287
26. WASHINGTON $3,286
27. WISCONSIN $3,220
28. NOR CAROLINA $3,207
29. FLORIDA $3,197
30. MAINE $3,1860
31. KANSAS $3,173
32. LOUISIANA $3,159
33. ARIZONA $3,120
34. OREGON $3,082
35. NEVADA $3,058
36. INDIANA $3,054
37. VIRGINIA $3.046
38. MARYLAND $3,033
39. MICHIGAN $2,294
40. MISSOURI $2,959
41. ILLINOIS $2,899
42. OHIO $2,857
43. OKLAHOMA $2,839
44. NORTH DAKOTA $2,801
45. NEBRASKA $2,646
46. MISSISSIPPI $2,611
47. WEST VIRGINIA $2,557
48. COLORADO $2,4240
49. SOUTH DAKOTA $2,084
50. VERMONT $1.9050
51. NEW HAMPSHIRE $1,8560

96

95
95
95
93
93
92
92
92
91

90
89
88
88
88
87
86
85
84
82
82
81

76
75
74,

70

60
55
54

UNITED STATES $3,467 100

Relative
to system
financial
load
Index (Rank)

Res- Ag-Med

7-year Relative approp as a
constant to tax percent of
dollar rev/capita total approp
change Index (Rank) (5 /capita)

#7
Tuition Factor
1984-85

BEST COPY MIME

Facto & Index

325 (1) 9.12 74 (47) 9.42 ($32.8) 1. VERMONT 2.86 219
228 (2) 11.02 138 (7) 0.21 ($0.2) 2. NEW HAMPSHIRE 2.53 194
151 (4) 10.42 142 (6) 15.02 ($31.0) 3. OHIO 1.72' 132
145 (5) 2.01 72 (48) 12.31 ($30.4) 4. COLORADO 1.67 128
157 (3) 14.91 93 (33) 12.61 ($17.6) 5. DELAWARE 1.65 126
118 (9) 4.31 180 (1) 27.32 ($37.6) 6. PENNSYLVANIA 1.61 124 ..%.

103 (12) 13.42 138 (8) 16.92 ($28.7) 7. MICHIGAN 1.56 120
122 (7) 2.112 95 (32) 17.22 ($18.6) 8. INDIANA i.51 116
120 (8) -13.02 97 (31) 4.41 ($4.4) 9. SOUTH HAMA 1.51 116
127 (6) -2.42 ICU, (21) 10.12 ($16.9) 10. MAINE 1.47 113
106 (11) -4.61 101 (22) 2.12 ($2.2) 11. MARYLAND 1.43 109
107 (10) 13.42 Ili (17) 9.61 ($12.6) 12. IOWA 1.42 .109
96 (22) 17.84 132 (10) 22.51 ($24.5) 13. WEST VIRGINIA 1.41 108
102 (13) -14.72 147 (S) 11.72 ($13.8) 14. VIRGINIA . 1.41 108
101 (15) -1.21 163 (2) 13.82 ($14.3) 15. MISSOURI 1.40 107
96 (23), -6.52 1,129 (11) 13.12 ($18.7) 16. DIMON 1.39 107
90 (29) 17. ;107 (19) 6.22 ($8.6) 17. WISCONSIN 1.38 106

97 (21) f =150.1 .1Y5 (39) 14.02 ($21.6) 18. NEBRASKA 1.38 106
101 (14)...ibi6te2,: 1V -(3) 11.92 ($15.2) 19. MISSISSIPPI 1.38 106
.98 (17)1 #LPI8.42` '011 (13) 29.22 ($44.7) 20. NORTH DAKOTA 1.37 105
98 -(16) 7.7'4 152 (4) 18.12 ($19.2) 21. 111008 ISLAND 1.37 105
91 (27) .-11.22:-:'98 (28) 15.62 ($20.7) 22. CONNECTICUT 1.36 104
96 (24), -5.42 -i81 '(42) 18.02 ($14.1) 23. NEVADA 1.36 104
93 -(25) -13.92 13 3 (9) 27.72 ($30.1) 24. SOUTH CAROLINA 1.35 103

90 \CM ), -15.22 k 1'03 (24) 6.82 ($5.2) 25. NEW JERSEY 1.34 103
98 118) -14.02 ' .92 (35) 11.32 ($14.7) 26. KENTUCKY 1.33 102

1110 (34) e17.4.1' 77 (45) 11.22 ($16.6) 27. MINNESOTA 1.33 102

91 ,(28) 13.11 121 (12) 22.5E ($35.8) 28.'LLABAMA 1.33 102
97 (19) 14.02 119 (14) 17.22 ($16.5) 29. ILLINOIS 1.12 101

92 (26);%.18172 101 (25) 6.61 ($5.2) 30. TENNESSEE 1.31 101

86. (35) -1.62 97 (30) 24.02 ($37.6) 31. ARIZONA 1.31 100
85.. (39) 6.32 107 (20) 31.12 ($39.8) 32. KANSAS 1.29 99
86 137) 5.62 101 (26) 14.62 ($23.1) 33. GEORGIA 1.29 99
86 (06) .-4:92 92 (34) 20.02 '(026.4) 34. LOUISIANA 1.29 99
97. (243). .;20.91 98 (27) 12.82 ($11.3) 35. ARKANSAS 1.27 98
77 (44) sli.92 115 (16) 13.02 ($13.0) 36: WASHINGTON 1.27 97
89 12.91 101 (23) 18.82 ($22,8) 37. UTAH 1.26 97

90 (31) -5.21 82 (40) 19.0E ($23.9) 38. FLORIDA 1.23 94
83 (41) -11.52 74 (46) 12.92 ($14.9) 39. OKLAHOMA 1.23 94
85 (38) -16.01 110 (18) 10.42 ($8.6) 40. MASSACHUSETTS 1.22 94
88 (33): -12.52 81 (41) 16.62 ($18.6) 41. MONTANA 1.21 93
76 (45) .-.5.1Z 89 (37) 16.62' ($15.0) 42. NEW YORK 1.19 91 V

78 {43) 15.21 89 (10) 17.12 ($19.3) 43. IDAHO 1.18 90
84 (40) - 15.82 89 (36) 25.42 ($41.9) 44. TEXAS 1.17 89
71 (46) -16.82 80 (43) 40.72 ($61.2) 45. NORTH CAROLINA 1.16 89
81 (42) . -5.82 116 (15) 28.32 ($36.3) 46. NEW MEXICO 1.14 88
69 (47) -8.82 97 (29) 28.71 ($28.1) 47. HAWAII 1.14 87
67 (48) 1.92 72 (49) 26.22 ($31.0) 48. CALIFORNIA 1.13 87
57 (49) -28.62 80 (44) 22.12 ($16.3) 49. WYOMING 1.12 86
47 (51) -3.21 60 (51) 27.12 ($19.2) 50. ALASKA 1.10 85
49 (50) -19.62 71 (50) 6.62 ($2.9) 51. DIST COL 1.10 84

100 -1.61 100 16.61 ($20.8) UNITED STATES 1.30 100

APP Education Appropriations per Student State and local tax revenue appropriated
for current operating sdneation expanses of public institutions per annual PT!
student (TAX x 06/ENROL). Indicates averags state rapport to individual students
without taking iota account the types of institutions attended. Educ. approp's.
related to the state 'Totem's appropriation funOing requirements are reported as an
index (APP/SSIs). The ratio of educ. approp s/atudent to tax capacity /capita
indicates a state's funding achievement relative to potential ability to pay.
Appropriations for research. agriculture. and medical are reported as a percent of
total approp's to suggest relative importance, and per capita as a need 'measure.

#7 Tuition factor Ratio of state and local govern-
ment education appropriations plus student tuition
revenue to state and local government education
appropriations (Irelb-Pcell)/(YaPb-Tc). This ratio
suggests the relative importaara of student tuition
as a funding source compared to state-local
appropriations. High ratios may reflect a large
proportion of out-of-state students paying high
non-resident wield*. (PROCESS factor) 40
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TABLE 1
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
1984t85

t
.ne

a

TUITION
Estimated Net Tuition per Student
APP (Tuition Factor - 1.00)
1984-85

Dollars
per

student Index

. VE,RMONT $3,5450
2. NEW HAMPSHIRE $2,8360
3. DELAWAkk $2,3350
4.0OHI0 : $2.049

336
269
221

194

5: PENNSYLVANIA $2,009 190

-6. MICHIGAN $1,681 159

7. COLORADO $1,622D 154

S. INDIANA $1,571 149

9. MAINE $1,4990 142

10. SOUTH CAROLINA $1,464 139

11. RHODE ISLAND $1,425 135
12. IOWA $1,398 133
13. NEW JERSEY $1,374 130
14. MARYLAND $1,294 1143

15. VIRGINIA $1,246 lia
16. WISCONSIN $1,226

/
17. OREGON $1,203

116

114

18. CONNECTICUT $1,197 114

19. MISSOURI $1,178 112

20. MINNESOTA $1,169 III

.21. ALABAMA $1,158 110
22. KM1TUCKY $1.105 105

23. ALASKA $1,099 104

24'. NEVADA 61,098 104

25. TENNESSEE $1,081 103

26. GEORGIA $1,075 102

27. SOUTH DAKOTA $1,065 101

28. WEST VIRGINIA $1,060 100

29. NORTH DAKOTA $1,039 98
30. NEBRASKA $1,006 95
31. ARKANSAS $1,001 95
32. MISSISSIPPI $991 94
33. ARIZONA $956 91

34. NEW YORK $952 90
35. UTAH $948 90
36. KANSAS $923 87

37. ILLINOIS $923 87
33. LOUISIANA $903 86
39. MASSACHUSETTS $902 86

40. WASHINGTON $887 84

41. HAWAII $843 80
42. MONTANA $820 78

43. DIST COL $805 76

44, FLORIDA $734 70

45. IDAHO $655 62

46, OKLAHOMA $650 .62

47. WYOMING $627 59

48. NEW MEXICO $590 56

49. TEXAS $580 55

50. NORTH CAROLINA $507 48

51, CALIFORNIA $500 ' 47

UNITED STATES $1,055 100

Relative
to system 7-year
financial constant
Toad dollar
Index (Rank) change

255 (1)

219 (2)
169 (4)

166 (5)
181 (3)
155 (6)

137 (8)

121 (13)
150 (7)

126 '(11)
121 (14)

116 (15)
137 (9)

128

115

(10)

(16)
110
110

(21)

(20)
112 (17)

111 (19)
108 (22)
105 (23)
96 (27)

III (18)
125 (12)
96 (28)
91 (30)

89 (32)
87 (35)

98 (25)
83 (37)
88 (34)

97 (26)
86 (36)

101 (24)
74 (43)

78 (39)

93 (29)
79 (38)
88 (33)

90 (31)
70 (44)
77 (42)

78 (40)

-77 (4I)

57 (46)
56 (47)

54 (49)
43 (51)

54 (48)
48 (50)

59 (45)

100

Relative
to personal
disposable
income/cap
Index '(Rank)

17.12 388
6.21 254
6.22 212

14.11 203
15.22 194

38.85 163

49.71 142

18.42 166
12.82 166

43,62 175

19.42 133
7.02 1'45

19.12 108

4.92 114

16.12 114

- 10.0Z 120

16.42 126

15.31 90
8,12 119

36.42' 111

3.81 137

9.01 128
4.22 72

- 3.62 97

9.02 122
12.62 114

- 5,31 114

54.42 126

10.42 94

- 7.62 100

11.52 121

1.62 132

- 2.52 98

11111.132 84

2 116

- 11.22 84
25.12 82

19.12 96
8.42 76

-12,0% 79

10.22 76

-13.02 90

48.62 59

- 14,32 70

8.8% 74

-14,12 67

- 34.2% 58

10.0% 67

- 12.82 55

-23.82 57

79.32 41

12.1% 100

TUITION Eatinated Net Tuition Revenues _per Student Tuition

revenue* of public, institutions per annual FIE student

APP(Tuttion factor - 1.00). Indicates average tuition (less stets
appropriated student aid) paid by all resident and non- resident
studentsultboat-recognirtar the -eypeo-o4 inenituaistaw-o-tvended.
Tuition related to the state system's tuition funding requirements
is reported as an Inds*. Tuition rayons*** per student relative to
disposable pereoual Iacono per capita indicates tuition level
relative to resident ability. to pay. ('ruirios/ssit)

(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)

(5)

(9)
(11)

(7)

(8)
(6)

(13)

(toy
(28)

(26)

(25)
(20)

(17)

(35)

(21)

(271
(12)
(15)

(43)
(31)

(18)
(23)

(24)

(16)

(33)
(29)

(19)
(14)

(30)

(37)

(22)

(36)

(38)

(32)
(40)
(39)

(41)
(34)

(47)

(44)

(42)
(45)

48)
(46)
(50)

(49)

(51)

OUTPUT
Education Appropriations Ni Est.
Tuition per Student
1984-85

(APP + TUITION) 'altars
per

student' Index

1. ALASKA $11,683 258
2. DIST COL

4. NEW YORK

$8,933

lmji?
3. HAWAII $6,898

$5,960
5. DELAWARE $5.942 131

6. WYOMING $5,822 129

7. SOUTH CAROLINA $5,667 125

Relative
to system 7-year
financial constent
load dollar
Index (Rank) change

275
194
132

143,
110
123
119

8. VERMONT $5,450 121 100
IV) 125
117 112

117

109
109

$4,785 106

105

104

104

104

104

104

103

103
103

102

101

101

100 100
$4,445 98 93

98 93
97 113
96 91

9. NEW JERSEY '$5,425
i 10. PENNSYLVANIA $5,296

11. RHODE ISLAND $5,270
12. HASSACHU*ETTS $4,936
13. OHIO ' $4,906.
14. GEORGIA
15. IOWA $4.750
16. MINNESOTA $4022
17. NEW MEXICO $4t701

18. ALABAMA $4,699
19. NEW HAMPSHIRE $4,692
23. MAINE $4,686
21, MICHIGAN $4,675
22. HOIGANA $4,662.

23. ARKANSAS $4,661

24. INDIANA $4,625
25. UTAH $4,565
26. TENNESSEE $4,557
27. CONNECTICUT $4,512
28. WISCONSIN
29. KENTUCKY $4,409
30. CALIFORNIA $4,384
31. IDAHO $4,360
32. MARYLAND $4,327 96
33. VIRGINIA $4,291 95
34. OREGON $4,286 95
35. WASHINGTON $4,172 92

36. NEVADA $4,156 92
37. MISSOURI $4,117 91

38. KANSAS $4,096 91

39. TEXAS $4,078 90
40. ARIZONA $4,076 90

41. LOUISIANA $4,062 90
42. COLORADO $4,046 89

43. FLORIDA $3,931 87

44, NORTH DAKOTA $3,840 85
45. ILLINOIS $3,821 85 89
46. NORTH CAROLINA $3,715 82 81

47. NEBRASKA $3,652 81 73

48. WEST VIRGINIA $3,616 80 .73

49. MISSISSIPPI $3,602 BO 85
50. OKLAHOMA $3,489 77 72

51. SOUTH DAKOTA $3,150 70 65

(1)
(2)

(4)
(3)
(11)
(6)

(7)
(16)

(5)
(10)

409 (12)
113 (9)

99 (21)
95 (27)
97 (25)
99 (22)
87 (41)
102 (15)
92 (33)
105 (13)
99 (19)
100 (17)
98 (23)
87 (40)
90 (36)
98 (24)

(18)
(30)

(29)

(8)
(35)

99 (20)
95 (28)
92 (32)
96 (26)

(14)
(34)
(44)

88 (38)
85 (42)
84 (46)
84 (45)

92 (31)
88 (39)

(37)
(47)

(48)
(49)
(43)
(50)

103
91

85.

UNITED STATES $4,522 100 100

8.72
13.61
10.31
10.22
12.82
- 3.72

12.2%
9 12
6351
-5.82
0.92
-9.72
2.12
16.62
-6.62
-6.42
9.82
-3.62
-5.82
16.72
1.71
7.62
1.32

-4.32
-6.02
8.01

- 0.62

- 15.52

-9.12
2.92

-11.82
-2.4%
13.82
0.31

- 13.62

- 17.02

-10.32
-3.92
11.1%
3.62
8.91
16.91
7.42

-10.02
-5.72
6.12

-14.42
3.7%
-3.92
8.32

-22.12

1.32

OUTPUT Education Appropriations apd Betimated Net
Tuition ter Student Appropriation sad tuition

revenues for current operating educatiod expenses
for public institutions per snwoal ?TX student UM
fi TUITION). Uncials suppers:tar individual-Ntodunrw
without taking into account the types of ins
attended. Education appropriations sad
related to tbe state systen's financial support
requirements is reported ss an index. (ouTruT/sm

I
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TABLE 1
SEVER FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
'PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
1984-85

INPUTS
Potential Tax Revenues
per Student
(f4/01i02)

Dollars
per
student

Relative
to sysitem

financial
load

Index Index (Rank)

1.

2.

3. NEVADA
4% CONNECTICUT
5. NEW JERSEY
,6. WYOMING
7. NEW HAMPSHIRE
8. FLORIDA

MASSACHUSETTS
TEXAS

1. LOUISIANA
1 PENNSYLVANIA
13. HAWAII
14.f OKLAHOMA

15. NEW YORK
16. GEORGIA
17. MISSOURI
18. MONTANA
19. MAINE
20. KENTUCKY
21. OHIO
22. NEW MEXICO
23. WEST VIRGINIA
24. COLORADO
25: ARKANSAS
26. VERMONT
27. SOUTH DAKOTA
28. DELAWARE
29. RHODE ISLAND
30. INDIANA
31, IDAHO
32. SOUTH CAROLINA
.33. TENNESSEE
34. ILLINOIS
35. CALIFORNIA
36. MARYLAND
37. WASHINGTON
38. VIRGINIA
39. NEBRASKA
40. OREGON
41. KANSAS
42. IOWA
43. MICHIGAN
44. MINNESOTA
45.,NORTH DAKOTA
46. UTAH
47. ALABAMA
48. ARIZONA
49. NORTH CAROLINA

50. WISCONSIN
51. MISSISSIPPI

ALASKA $126,767
DIST COL ' $106,454

$71,285
$70,132
$56,782

$55,649
$52,283
$500483
$50,219
$48,950
$48,729
$47,734

$45,427
$44,726

$44,247
$41,155
$42,237
$41,885
$41,707
$40,698

$20,224
$39,466
$39,287
$19,234
$38,772
$38,389
$38,f71
$37,079
$36,493
$36,443
$36,152
$36,124
$35,963
$35,526
$35,240
$34,727
$34,030
$33,924
$33,900
$33,792

$33,377
$33,214
$32.193
$30,973
$30,190
$29,371
$26,990
$25,971
$24,817
$24,6)9
$23,806

324
272
182

179
'145

44:4'444

134
'129
129

125
125

122

LI6
114

113

110
108

PD7

107

104

103
101

101

100

345
267

205

99
98

98
95
93
93

' 93
92

92
91

90
89

151

136

118
137

132

122
117

116
100

007
'123
99
108
104

108

95
94
2

91

80
87
80
87

88
89
96
105

92
87 914
87 87
87 '79

86 84

85 80
85 79

82 79
79 75
77 SO
75 67

69 68
66 63
64 62
63 59
61 65

85
92

UNITED STATES $39,080 100 100

PROCESS
Collective Financial Actions
(15 x f6 x 07) Relative

to system
financial '

load
Percent Index Index (Rank)

BT COPY r

(1)

(2)

(3)

4

(

(1

(6

10)
(12)
(13)

(19)
(16)

(9)
(20)
(14)
(18)

(15)
(21)

(25)
(354

(26)

(238.(24-(37)
(28)

(39)
(33)
(40)
(32).

(31)
(30).
(22)
(17)
(27)
(29)
(34)

(43)
(36)

(38)
(44)
(42)
(45)

.(41)
(47)

(46)

(49)
(50)

(51)
(48)

I. WISCONSIN
2. ALABAMA
3. DELAWARE
4. ARI7ANA
5. SOUTH CAROLINA
6. UTAH
7. MINNESOTA
8. HAWAII
9. MISSISSIPPI
10. MONTH CAROLINA
11. MICHIGAN
12. RHODE ISLAND
13. IOWA
14.

15, :::11;11
16. NORTH DAKOTA
17. INDIANA
18. OREGON
19. TENNESSEE
20. VIRGINIA
21. MARYLAND
22. CALIFORNIA
23. KANSAS
24, WASHINGTON
25. OHIO
26. IDAHO
27. 4RKANSAS
28. NEW MEXICO
29. MAINE
30. MONTANA
31. PENNSYLVANIA
32. GEORGIA
33. KENTUCKY
34. NEBRASKA
35. ILLINOIS
36. WYOMING
37. COLORADO
Is. MASSACHUSETTS
39. MISSOURI
40. NEW JERSEY
41. ALASKA
42. WEST VIRGINIA
43.'NEW HAMPSHIRE.
44. DIST COL
45. LOUISIANA
46. TEXAS
47. SOUTH DAKOTA
48. OKLAHOMA
49. FLORIDA
50. CONNECTICUT
51. NEVADA

156 147

150 148
138 116
136 128

134

136 112

132 124

115.2Z 131 113
15.12 131% 139
14.91 129. 127
14.52 126 121
14.45 125 117 1

14.32 124 114
14.2% 123 102
13.55 116 127

12.7% 110 113
12.72 110 94
12.7% 110 106
12.7% 110 106
12.7% 109 109
12.51 108 111

12.42 108 125
12.311 106 99
12.1% 106 110
12.22 eI05 96
12.1% 104 98
12.02 104 99
.11.9%., 103 87
11.21 97
11.1% 96
.11.1Z 96
11.12 96
10.8% 94
10.85 93
10.8% 93
10.52 90
10.32 89
9.8% 85 88
9.82 85 85
9.62 83 86
9.22 80
9.22 80,

9.02 78

8.4% 73

8.3% 72

8.3% 72

8.3% 71

7.81, 67
. 7.82 67

6.4% 56

5.82 50

18.1%
17.42
16,0%
15.72
15.72
15.5%
.15.n

98
93
91
86
89
85
98
86
84

85
73
69
71

67
4.70
67
63
72

57

(2)
(1)
(13)

45
(11)

(9)

(3)

(16)

(7)*
(10)

(12)
(14)

(22)
(6)
(15)
(29)

(20)
(21)
(19)
(17)

(8)
(23)

(0)
(28)
(25)
(24)
(34)
(26)

(30)
(31)
(35)

(32)
(40)
(27)
(36)

(41)
(33)
(39)

(37)
(38).

(42)

(46)
(44)

(47)
(45)
(48)

(49)
(43)
(51)

$501

UNITED STATES 11.6% 100 100

albs Parment of high non-resident
tuition by a large proportion of

out -of- state students, substan-
tially increases tuition revenues
and correspondingly reduces
appropriation requirements.

Res-Ag-Med appropriations, have
been assigned in Illinois and

Ohio equal to the national

average 16.6 percent of total
appropriations. Education

appropriations and other

dependent measures are thus
affected.

INPIFTS Potential Tee Revenue eft- Student These
combined input factors establish * states haste tax
potential to finance public institution* relative to
student enrollment load (f4101 x'12). Relatively
suers tax potential to finance individual student's
education without taking into account the types of

attended. Tex potential related to the
tem's financial support requirements is
an index. (INITTS/SSI)

PROMS Collective Financial Actions The combined nocus
factors are the financial actions that establish the degree to
which the INPUT potential tax dollars per student ere actually

OUTPUTachieve the 01117fjuswided_(15_a #6
. Statearwith bles TROMSO levels era gables a 'substantial

comb tax effort, allocation to education, and tuition chars*
to finance public institutions. MOM OUTPUT/INPUTS The
PROCESS actions related to ihe state system's financial iupport
requirements is reported as an index (PROMS/BSI)

42



rssibra$11X,
TABLE 2
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
1984-85

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA

01 02 ENROL 03 SYSTEM LOAD 04
Resident Attendance Student System Support Sys Financial Tax Capacity
Student Expansion Enrollment index Requirements 1983
Source High Ratio 1984-85 196142 1984-85
School Grads 1964-66 101 x 02) (ENROL x 03)
Spring 1984

FTE public Annual FTE Pub students
HS grads
par 1,000

students
per MS

students
per 1,000

,

SSia SSit SSI
load ad j_

-For 1,000
Dollars
per

pop. Index grad Index pop. Index App Tuition Total pop. Index capita index

12.2 4102
11.4 96
9.0 75.
12.0 101

10.3 86
=woo 1045_88
CONNECTICUT 14117-124
DELAWARE 13.4 112
DIST COL 9.1 77
FLORIDA$ 8.6 74
GEORGIA 11.0 93
HAWAII 12.7 107
IDAHO 12.1 102
ILLINOIS 11.4 104
INDIANA 12.8 108
IONA 13.9 117
KANSAS 11.0 92
KENTUCKY 11.7 98
LOUISIANA 10.4 87
MAINE 13.7 115
MARYLAND 13.3 112
MASSACHUSETTS 14.3 120
MICHIGAN 13.5 113
MINNESOTA 14.4 121

MISSISSIPPI 11.9 100
MISSOURI 12.2 102
MONTANA 12.5 105
NEBRASKA 12.1 102
NEVADA 10.2 86
NEN NANPSHIRE 14.4 121
NEW JERSEY 13.3 112
NEN MEXICO 12.1 102
NEW YORK 11.7 96
NORTH CAROLINA 11.4 96
NORTH DAK0 13.4 113
OHIO 14.2 120
OKLAHOMA 10.7 90
OREGON 10.8 91
PENNSYLVANI 12.9 109
RHODE 1SL 12.2 102
SOUTH CAROLINA 12.3 103
SOUTH DAKOTA 13.3 112
TENNESSEE 11.5 97
TEXAS 10.7 90
UTAH 12.1 102
VERMONT 13.6 115
VIRGINIA 12.0 101
WASHINGTON 11.1 93
WEST VIRGINIA 11.9 WO
WISCONSIN 14.4 121

-01180107- 17.1 94

2.61 103 31.7 105 101 105 102 32.4 106 $656 73
2.62 104 29.8 99 1.94 94 94 28.0 93 13,781 321
4.83 191 43.2 144 105 1 106 106 45.6 152 $1,122 95
2.03 80 24.4 81 105 100 105 85 5945 Bo
3.78 150' 38.9 129 IS 80 66 .313.4 111 $1,370 117
3.44 136 36.1 120 104 112 106 38.3 127 $1,418 121
1.31 52 19.4 64 100 101 100 19.4 64 $1,359 116
2.69 107 36.0 120 115 131' 119 42.9 143 $1,331 114
1.37 54 12.6 42 103 98 102 12.8 43 $1,337 114
2.82 112 24.8 82 95 90 94 23.3 77 $1,252 106
2.06 82 22.7 75 111 112 III 25.2 64 $980 83
2.29 91 29.1 97 116 115 116 33.7 112 $1,322 -112
2.32 92 28.1 93 109 109 106 29.6 99 $1,016 86
2.59 103 32.2 107 95 94 95 30.6 102 $1,145 97
2.22 88 20.5 95 115 123 117 33.4 III $1,040 .88
2.40 99 33.4 III 106 114 108 36.1 120 $1,110 94
3.41 135 37.5 129 106 112 107 40.2 133 $1,253 107
.2.03 80 23.8 79 103 109 105 25.0 83 , $960 62
2.611 106 27.9 93 107 108 107 29.8 99 %%Ms 1.15

1.69 67 23.2 77 100 95 99 23.0 76 -$969 62
2.53 100 33.7 112 97 96 97 32.7 106 $1,169 99
1.66 66 23.8 79 97 97 97 23.0 77 $1,193 101
2.51 99 33.7 112 104 103 104 35.1 117 $1,066 92
2.60 103 37.4 124 106 103 106 39.6 132 $1,158 98
2.97 116 35.2 117 93 97 94 33,1 110 $839 71
2.06 82 25.0 83 100 101 100 25.0 83 61,057 90
2.48. 98 31.0 103 104 101 103 32.0 106 $1,300 Ill
2.78 110 33.7 112 108 115 110 37.1 123 ' $1,144 97
2.46 97 25.1 84 91 83 89 74 $1,792 152
1.55 61 22.4 74 110 123 113 .3 84 11,169 99
1.66 66 22.1 74 96 95 96 21.3 71 11,157 107
2.84 112 34.4 114 115 129 119 41.0 136 $1,358 115
2.10 83 24.4 81 92 89 92 22.5 75 51,080 92
3.36 133 38.4 128 102 100 102 39.2 130 $956 81
3.27 130 41.9 146 96 100 97 42.6 141 11,325 113
1.86 73 26.4 88 108 117 110 29.1 97 11,063 90
3.08 122 33.0 110 105 111 107 35.3 117 $1,475 125
3.16 125 34.3 114 103 104 103 35.3 117 11,158 98
1.68 67 21.8 72 105 105 105 22.9 76 11,039 88
2.15 85, 26.2 87 105 112 107 26.1 93 1957 81
1.94 77 23.8 79 103 110 105 25.0 83 5862 73
2.08 82 27.6 92 105 113 107 29.6 98 $1,054 90
2.16 86 25.0 83 102 107 103 25.7 85 $897 76
2.89 114 31.0 103 103 102 103 32.0 106 $1,519 129
2.83 112 34.3 114 109 121 112 38.5 128 11,009 86
1.99 79 27.2 90 116 132 120 32.6 108 11,044 89
2.70 107 32.4 108 99 103 100 32.4 108 11,098 93
3.17

2.31

123

91

35.0
27.4

116

91

97 93
107 115

gi96
109

33.6
29.8

112
99

11,193,41,
$1,075

2.82 112 40.7 135 106 106
10---111

106 43.2 143 $1
3.11 147 41.6 13r-- 105 43.7 145 11197105.311
2.53 100 30.1 100 100 100 100 30.1 100 11,176

Mt AVAILABLE 4-3
AO

05

Tax Effort
198

Index

.5$ -89
1 .2$ 128

9 .1% 94

.1% 80

.51 95

.4$ 80
102.7% 103

83.414 83
149.011 149
72.7% 73
97.0$ 97
109.3% 109

84.0. 84
106.5$ 106

66.8$ 87
104.0 105

011.9$ 69
87.18 87
75.88 74

110.9% 111
107.0 108
116.7$ 119
125.6$ 126
122.6$ 123

90.7% 91

86.5% 67

MOS 90
90.2$ 98
99.0$ 59
76.2% 76

1116.6$ 115

74.3% 74

160.90 169

95.8$ 94

80.4$ 80
102.4% 102
73.4$ -73

97.9% 98

106.2$ 106
134.6% 135
91.7% 92
84.3$ 64
66.5$ 87
-64.7% 63
94.3% 94

102.4% 102

93.1% 93

101.6$ 102

83.0$ 81

,..A.1101A ;.lit rv131E
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

TAME 2
SEVEN FACTORS

0 IN STATE

SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
1984-85

TAX
Tax Revenue
1983

(04 x 05)

Dollars
per
capita index

f6

Allocation to
Public Higher
Education
1984-85

Education
(Total) approp
as a percent of
tax revenue Index

APP
Education Appropriations
per student 1984-85
(TAX x 16/ENROL)

Wetly.
to system

Dollars financial
per load

studant index Index.

Relative
to tax
rev/cap
Index

Res -Ag-Med

approp as a
.percent of
total approp
($/capfta)

f7
Tuition
Factor
1984-85

Factor
value Index

ALABAMA $766 65 14.7% (16.6) 165 $3,541 102 101 157 11.9% ($15.2) 1.33 102
ALASKA 14,848 412 6.5% (7.2) 73 $10,584 305 325 74 9.4% -(132.8) 1.10 85
ARIZONA $1,050 89 12.8% (15.0) 145 $3,120 90 86 101 14.6% ($23.1) 1.31 100
ARKANSAS $760 65 11.7% (13.6) 132 $3,660 106 101 163 13.8% ($14.3) 1.27 98
CALIFORNIA $1,295 110 11.7% (13.0) 131 $3,885 112 127 102 10.1% (116.9) 1.13 87
COLORADO $1,140 97 7.7% (10.4) 87 12,424 70 67 72 26.2% ($31.0) 1.67 128
CONNECTICUT $1,596' 119 4,6% (5.6) 52 $3,314 96 96 81 18.0% ($14.1) 1.36 104
DELAWARE $1,142 97 11.4% (12.1) 128 $3,607 104 90 107 6.2% ($8.6) 1.65 126
DIST CCM. $1,992 169 5.1% (5.1) 58 $8,128 234 228 138 0.2% ($0.2) 1.10 84
FLORIDA 1910 77 8.7% (10.5) 98 $3,197 92 97 119 17.2% ($16.5) 1.23 94
GEORGIA $952 81 8.9% (11.4) .100 $3,710 107 96 132 22.5% (524.5) 1.29 99
HAWAII $1,445 123. 12.2% (14.3) 137 16,055 175 151 142 15.0% (531.0) 1.14 87
IDAHO $857 73 12.1% (13.8) 137 $3,705 107 102 147 11.7% ($13.8) 1.18 90
ILLINOIS $1,220 104 7.7$ (9.2) 86 12:899* 84 88 81 16.6%* ($18.6) 1.320 101
INDIANA $902 . 77 9.7% (11.1) '109 "4. 13, 88 77 115 13.0% ($13.0) 1.51 116
IOWA $1,164 99 9.6% (11.4) 109 $3,31142 97 91 98. 15.6% (520.7) 1.42 109
KANSAS $1,113 95 10.7$ (14.1) 121 $3,173 92 86 97 24.0$ ($37.6) .1.29 99
KENTUCKY $843 72 9.3% (12.9) 105

=M.
$3,305 95 93 133 27.7% ($30.1) 1.33 102

LOUISIANA $1,002 85 8.8% (12.8) 99 $3,159 91 85 107 31.1% ($39.8) 1.29 99
MAINE $1,071 91 6.9% (7.4) 78 $3,186 92 92 101, 6.6% '($5.2) 1.47 113
MARYLAND
M A SSACHUSETTS

$1,260
$1,416

107

120
8.1%
6.8%

(10,0).

87. 6

91

76
$3,033
$4,034

87
116 1(20

82
97

19.0$
4.4%

($23.9)
($4.4)

1.43 109
1./2 94

MICHIGAN $1,364 116 7.4% (8.5) 84 $2,994 86 83 74 12.9% ($14.9) 1.56 120
MINNESOTA $1,420 121 9.4% (10.9) 105 $3,553 102 97 85 14.0% ($21.6) 1.33 102
MISSISSIPPI $761 65 12.1% (16.9) 136 $2,611 75 81 116 28.3% ($36.3) 1.38 106
MISSOURI $915 78 8.1% (9.0) 91 $2,959 85 85 110 10.4% ($8.6) 1.40 107
MONTANA $1,170 99 10.2% (11.3) 115 $3,841 111 107 Ill 9.6% ($12s6) 1.21 93
NEBRASKA $1,124 96 7.9% (13.4) 90 52,646 76 71 so , 40.7% ($61.2) 1.38 106
NEVADA $1,057 90 7.3% (8.3) 82 $3,058 88 97 98 12.8% ($14.3) 1.36 104
NEW HAMPSHIRE $891 76 4.7% (5.0) 53 $1,856 54 49 V 6.6% ($2.9) 2.53 194
NEW JERSEY $1,441 122 6.2% (7.5) 70 $40051 117 122 95 17.2% ($18.6) .34 103
NEW MEXICO $1,009 86 14.0% (16.9) 158 $4,111 119 103 138 16.9% ($28,7) .14 88
NEW YORK $1,825 155 6.7% (7.7) 76 $5,1108 144 157 93 12.6% ($17.6) .19 91
NORTH CAROLINA 1897 76 13.7% (17.7) 155 $3,207 93 91 121 22.5% ($35.8) .16 89
NORTH DAKOTA $1,065 91 11.5% (15.5) 130 $2,801 81 84 89 25.4% ($41.9) .37 105
OHIO $1,088 92 6.9% (8.3) 78 12,857 82 16 89 16.6%* ($15.0) .72* 132
OKLAHOMA $1,082 92 8.6% (10.4) 97 $2,839 82 78 89 17.1% ($19.3) .23 94
OREGON $1,134 96 9.3% (11.7) 105 $3,084 . 89 86 92 20.0% ($26.4) .39 107
PENNSYLVANIA $1,103 94 6.5% (7.0) 73 $3,287 95 90 101 6.8% ($5.21 .61' 124
RHODE ISLAND 11,288 110 7.8% (8.0) 88 $3,845 111 106 101 2.1% ($2.2) .37 105
SOUTH CAROLINA $790 67 12.7$ (17.4) 143 $4,202 121 118 180 27.3% (137.67 .35 103
SOUTH DAKOTA 1889 76 6.5% (8.3) 73 $2,084 60 57 80 22.1% ($16.3) .51 116
TENNESSEE 17/6 66 11.2% (13.6) 126 13,476 100 98 152 , 18.1% ($19.2) .31 101

TEXAS 1983 84 11.0% (15.6) 124 13,498 101 98 121 29.2% (144.7) .17 89
UTAH $951 81 13.1$ (15.0) 147 $3,617 104 96 129 13.1% (118.7) .26 97
VERMONT $1,069 91 4.8% (6.6) 55 $1,905 55 47 60 27.1% (119.21 2.86 219
VIRGINIA 51,022 87 9.6% (11.9) 199 $3,046 88 89 101 18.4% (122.8) 1.41 108
WASHINGTON $1,212 103 9.5% (10.7) 107 13,286 95 98 92 11.3% (114.7) 1.27 97

---04ST VIRGINIA 1893 76 7.8% (11.0) 88 12,557 74 69 97 28.7% (128.1) 1.41 108
WISCONSIN $1,413 120 9.3% (10.5) 105 $3,220 93 88 77 11.2% (116.6) 1.38 106
WYOMING $2,438 207 8.9% (10.1) 100

0
15,195 150 145 72 12.3% ($30.4) 111 (...),86 ..,(11.!

'''UNITED STATES 11,176 100 8.9% (10.6) J00 13,467 100 100 100 16.6$ (120.8) 1:30 fiDO
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TABLE 2
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE

SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
1984 -85

TUITION
Estimated Tuition
per student 1984 -85
APP (TUITION
FACTOR » 1.00)

Dollars
per
student Index

Relative
to system
financial
load
Index

Relative
to personal
disposable
Income/cap
index

OUTPUT
Education Appropriations
I Est. Tuition
per studoof
(APP + TUITION)

Relative
to system

Dollars financial
per toed

studentindix Index

INPU
PotenN.
Revenues per
student
(04/01x02)

Dollars
per

student Index

Relative
to system
financial
load

Index

ALABAMA $1,158 110 105 137 $4,699 104 102 $26,990 69 68
ALASKA 11.099 104 Ill 72 $11,683 258 275 $126,767 324 345
ARIZONA $956 91 86 90 $4,076 90 85 $25,971 66 63
ARKANSAS $1,001 95 88 121 $4,661 103 98 $38,772 99 94
CALIFORNIA $500 47 59 41 $4,384 97 113 $35,240 90 103
COLORADO $1,622 154 137 142 $4,046 89 159,234 100 95
CONNECTICUT $1,197 114 112 90 $4,512 100 1 01 $70,132 179 179
DELAWARE $2,335 221 169 212 $5,942 131 110 $37,079 95 80
01ST COL $805 76 78 59 $8,933 198 194 $106,454 272 267
FLORIDA $734 70 77 '70 $3,931 87 92 150,483 129 137
GEORGIA' $1,075 102 91 114 $4,785 106 95 $43,155 110 99
HAWAII' $843 80 70 76 $6,896 153 132 $45,427 116 100
IDAHO $655 62 57 74 $4,360 96 91 $36,152 93 87
ILLINOIS $923 87 93 82 $3,821 85 89 $35,526 91 96
INDIANA $1,571 149 121 166 $4,625 102 87 $36,443 93 80
IOWA $1,398 133 116 145 $4,750 105 97 $33,214 85 79
KANSAS $923 87 78 84 $4,096 91 85 $33,377 85 80
KENTUCKY 11.105 105 96 $4,409 98 93 $40,698 104 99
LOUISIANA $903 86 79 96 $4,062 90 84 $48,729 125 117
MAINE $1,499 142 150 166 $4,686 104 105 141,707 107 108

cm MARYLAND 11.294 123 128 114 $4,327 96 99 534,727 89 92
64161ACHUSE711 $902 86 88 76 $4,936 109 113 $50,219 129 132
MICHIGAN $1,681 139 155 163 $4,675 103 99 $32,193 82 79
MINNESOTA $1,169 111 106 111 $4,722 104 99 $30,973 79 75
MISSISSIPPI $991 94 97 132 $3,602 80 85 $23,806 61 65
MISSOURI $1,178 112 111 119 $4,137 91 91 542.237 108 108
MONTANA $820 78 77 90 $4,662 103 100 $41.085 107 104
NEBRASKA $1,006 95 83 100 $3,652 81 73 $33,900 87 79
NEVADA $1,090 104 125 97 $4,156 92 103 $71,285 182 205
NEW HAMPSHIRE $2,836 269 219 254 $4,692 104 92 $52,283 134 118
NEW JERSEY $1,374 130 137 108 $5,425 120 125 $56,782 145 151
NEW MEXICO $54* 56 43 67 $4,701 104 87 $39,466 101 85
NEW YORK $952 90 101 84 $5,960 132 143 $44,247 113 123
NORTH CAROLINA $507 48 48 57 13,715 82 81 $24,877 64 62
NORTH DAKOTA *1,039 98 98 94 $3,540 85 88 $30,190 77 80
OHIO $2,049 194 166 203 $4,906 109 99 $40,224 103 94
OKLAHOMA $650 62 56 67 $3,489 77 72 144,724_ 114 107
OREGON 11.203 114 110 126 $4,286 95 92 $33,79r 86 84
PENNSYLVANIA $2,009 190 181 194 $5,296 117 112 147,734 122 116
RHOWISLAND $1,425 135 121 133 $5,270 117 109 $36,493 93 87
SOUTH tAROL1NA $1,464 139 126 175 $5,667 125 119 $36,124 92 88
901161 DAKOTA $1,065 101 89 114 $3,150 70 65 $58,171 98 91
TENNESSEE $1.081 103 96 122 $4,557 101 98 $35,963 92 89
TEXAS $580 55 54 55 \ $4,078 90 88 $48,950 125 122
UTAH $9451. 90 74 116 54,561 101 90 $29,371 75 67

UlmerVERMONT $3,545 336 255 388 $5,45011, 121 100 $30,389` 98 82
VIRGINIA $1,246 118 115 114 $4,291 95 95 $33,924 87. 87
WASHINGTON $887 84 90 79 14,172 92 96 $34,030 87 91
WEST VIRGINIA $1,060 100 87 126 13,616 80 73 $39,281 101 92
WISCONSIN $1.226 116 110 120 $4,445 98 93 $24,619 63 59
WYOMING $627 59 54 58 $5,822 129 123 $55,09., 142 136

UNITED STAJES $1,035 100 100 100 $4,522 700 (4" $39,000 100 100
""0"!
dt.t'

PROCESS

Collective
Financial
Actions
(6506x87)

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Relative
to system
financial
load

Percent Index index

17.4% 150

9.2% 80
15.7% 136
12.0% 104

12.4% 108

10.3% 89
6.4% 56
16.0% 158

8.4$ 73
7.8% 67
11.1% 96
15.2% 131

12.1% 104

10.8%. 931

12.7% 110
14,3% 124

12.3% 106
10.8% 94
8.3% 72
11.2% 97
12.5% 108
9.8% 85
14.5% 126

15.2% 132
15,1% 131

9.8$ 85
1P.1% 96
10.8% 93
5.8% 50

9.0% 78
9.6% 83
11.9% 103
13.5% 116
14.9% 129
12.0 110

12.2% 105

7.8% 67
12.7% 110

11.1% 96
14.4% 125

15.7% 136

8.3% 71

,12.7% 110
8.3% 72

15.5% 134

14.2% 123
12.7% 109

12.3% 106

9.2% 80
18.1% 156

10.5% 90

17.6% 1-00

148

85
128
99
125
84
56
116
71

72

86
113
98
98
94
114
99
89
67
91

in
88
121

124

139
85
93

85
57

69
86
07
127
127

113
96
63
106

91

117

129
67
106
70

120

102
109
110
73

147

p

* Rey -Ag-Pled appropriations have
been assigned in Illinois and
Ohio equal to the national
average 16.6 percent of total
appropriations. Education
appropriations and other dependent

86 measures are thus affected.

100

VAitifY9iE
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TABLE 3
THE BASIC DATA
1964-85 -

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
D.C.
FLORIDA
OESIROIA
HAWAII
IDAHO

ILLINOIS
INDIANA
1131A

KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE

1 MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS

ki4
.4 GAN

SOTA
MI SI

MISSOURI
MONTANy.

NEV
NEW SHIRE
NEW ERSEY
NEW NCO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA

In SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINI5
WISCONSIN
WYOMING

UNITED STATES

4`1

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

A 9 C D E Fa Fb Fc Ga Gt 0 H 1

a
Resident High Annual Tax Tax . State Local State System Estimated Personal
Population School FTE Public Capacity Reirenuos Approp Approp. Ros-Ag-ed Support Tuition Disposable
July 1983 Graduates Enrollment FY 1983 FY 1963 1984-85 1984-65 App 84-85 indem 1981-82 Rini 84-85 income 83
(000) Spring 84 1984-65 (000,000) (000,000) (000,000 (000,00) (000,000) Appn Tuition Total (000,00001 (000,000)

3,959 48,150 125,800 $3,390.0 13,033,0 1500.7 $4.0 160.0 101 105 102 $145.5 $31,524479 5,457 14,286 $1,811.0 62,322.0 $166.9 $0.0 $15.7 94 94 94 $15.7 - 16,8932963 26,530 128,029 $3425.0 13,110.0 $370.6 $97.3 $68.4 105' 106 106 $122.4 $27,3752,326 27,936 56,741 $2,1200.0 $1,770.0 $241.0 10.0 133.3 105 108 . 105 $56.8 118,123
25,174 258,702 978,873 134,495.0 $32,606.0 $3,779.0 $449.1 $425.5 88 80 86 $489.0 1217,310
3,139 32,954 113,422 $4,450.0 $3,579.0 1359.7 $12.6 $97.4 104 112 106 $184.0 $33,622
3,138 46,500 60,800 14,264.0 $4,380.0 $245.8 10.0 144.3 100 101 100 172.8 $39,361
606 8,110 21,845 1810.0 $692.0 564.0 $0.0 55.2 115 131 119P $51.0 $6,304
623 5,692 7,625 1833.0 $1,241.0 $0.0 163.7 $0.1 103 98 102 $6.3 $8,030

10,680 93,873 264,782 '113,367.0 $9,723.0 11;022.2 $0.0 $175.7 95 90 94- 1194.3 $106,149
5,732 63,218 130,228 $5,620.0 56,454.0 $619.4 14.3 $140.5 111 112 111 $140.0 $50,907
1,023 12,990 29,762 $1,352.0 $1,478.0 1211.9 $0.0 $31.7 116 115 116 $25.1' 110,759
989 11,980 27,799 $1,005.0 $848.0 $112.5 $4.1 $13.6 105 109 106 $18.2 $8,259

11,486 142,933 370,292 $13,155.0 $14,010.0 $1,102.9 $163.8 $213.4 95 94 95 $341.7 $121,788
5,479 70,266 156,300 $5,696.0 $4,942.0 1546.8 $0.0 $71.4 115 123 117 5.5 $48,829
2,905 40,431 91,128 13,226.0 13,362.0 1371.1 $14.6 $60.1 106 114 108 11115.8 $26,405
2,425 26,700 91,022 13,038.0 $2,700.0 $329.1 $50.9 $91.2 106 112 107 $14.0 $25,067
3,714 r -43,536 88,359 $3,596.0 13,131.0 $403.8 $0.0 $111.8 103 109 105 $97.6 $30,287
4,438 46,052 123,664 $6,026.0 $4,447.0 1567.3 10.0 $176.7 107 108 107 1111.7 $39,562
1,146 15,729 26,614 $1,110.0 $1,227.0 $90.6 $0.0 $6.0 100 95 99 139.9 $9,751
4,304 57,335 144,874 15,031.0 $5,424.0 1476.5 $65.9 $103.0 97 96 97 $187.4 $46,300
5,767 82,441 137,000 $6,880.0 $8,168.0 1577.8 $0.0 $25.2 97 97 97 $123.6 164,585
9,069 122,000
4,144 59,593

305,964
154,875

$9,850.0
$4,797.0

$12,361.0
$5,883.0

$951.9
1640.0

199.5
10.0

$135.2
189.7

104 103 104
106 103 106

$514.3
$181.0

$88,198
$41,203

2,587 30,681 606153 $2,170.0 $1,969.0 $316.1 $15.8 $93.9 93 97 94 $90.3 $18,303
4,970 60,388 1247417 $5,255.0 $4,547.0 ,1385.0 $25.6 $42.5 100 101 100 $146.6 $46,302
817 10,224 25,355 $1,062.0 1956.0 $105.4 $2.3 $10.3 104 101 103 120.8 $7,002

1,597 19,381 53,894 $1,827.0 $1,795.0 $213.2 . $27.1 $97.7 108 115 110 $54.2 $15,185
891 9,096 22,403 $1,597.0 $942.0 $78.6 $0.0 $10.1 91 83 89 $24.6 19,500
959 13,800 21,441 $1,121.0 1854.0 $42.6 10.0 $2.8 110 123 113 $60.8 $10,131

7,468 99,610 165,370 $9,390.0 110,758.0 $727.6 $81.4 1139.1 96 95 96 $227.3 $89,568
1,399 16,978 48,143 11,900.0 11,412.0 $227.3 $10.8 $40.2 115 129 119 $28.4 $11,708

17,667 205,901 431,371 $19,087.0 $32,237.0 $2,233.2 $238.4 1311.2 92 89 92 $410.7 $189,797
6,082 69,475

so
233,753 $5,815.0 35,454.0 5931.4 $36.0 $217.7 102 100 102 $118.6 $51,540

680 9,121 29,844 $901.0 $724.0 $110.7 $1.4 '126.5 96 100 97 $31.0 $7,070
10,746 , 153,000 283,857 $11,418.0 $11,689.0 $939.1 $33.3 $161.3 108 117 110 $381.6 $102,632
3,291 35,254 108,750 $4,864.0 $3,570.0 1567.6 $4.9 163.8 105 111 107 170.7 $30,355
2,64 28,847 91,235 $3,083.0 $3,018.0 $282.6 $69.0 $70.4 103 104 103 $109.8 $24,041
11,895 153,850 258,935 $12,360.0 $13,12600 $865.0 $47.8 $61.7 105 105 105 $520.1 $116,322

955 11,635 25,046 $914.0 $1,230.0 $98.4 10.0 $2.1 105 112 107 135.7 $9,640
3,264 40,226 77,843 $2,812.0 $2,580.0 $440.2 19.6 $122.7 103 110 105 $114.0 $25,850

. 700 0,304 19,334 $738.0 ' $622.0 $51.7 $0.0 $11.4 105 113 107 $20.6 $6,163
4,685 4 54,048 116,897 $4,204.0 $3,637.0 $496.3 10.0 $90.0 102 107 103 $126.4 $39,267
15,724 168,880 487,802 /23,878.0 $15,453.0 12,299.6 $110.1 5733.3 103 102 103 $283.0 $157,145
1,619 19,618 55,600 $1,633.0 $1,540.0 1231.3 13.0 $30.2 109 121 112 $52.7 $12,490
525 7,165 14,275 $548.0 $561.0 $37.0 $0.3 '110.1 116 132 120 $50.6 $4,525

5,550 66,568 17.9,638 $6,094.0 $5,671.0 $673.4 $0.0 $126.3 99 103 100 $223.84 $57,199
4,300 47,591 .150,690 $5,128.0 $5,210.0 $558.4 10.0 $63.3 97 93 96 $133.6 $45,732
1,965 23,309 *53,784 $2,113.0 $1,754.0 $192.8 $0.0 $55.3 107 115 109 $57.0 $15,589
4,751 68,541 193,547 14,765.0 $6,715.0 $611.5 $90.5 $78.8 106 106 106 $237.2 $45,881
514 5,764 21,384 $1,190.0 $1,253.0 $100.1 $26.6 $15.6 103 111 105 $13.4 $5,224

233,980 2,787,365 7,041,846 $275,194.0 1275,194.0 $27,389.8 $1,880.7 $4,855.4 100 100 100 $7,427.1 $2,330,993

8F211':obA %,1;etcvsrE
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE

SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

01

Resident
Student
Source High
School Grads

HS grads
. per

02
Attendance
Expansion
Ratio

FTE public
students
per HS

pop. Index grad Index

',ALABAMA 1977-78 13.2 93 2.34 109

1979-80 12.7 91 2.39 110
1980-81 13.2 97 2.35 102
1981-82 12.6 95 2.50 106
1982 -83 12.5 96 2.43 101

1983-84 12.5 100 2.47 100
1984-85 12.2 102 2.61 103
1985-86 NA NA NA NA

ALASKA 1977-78 12.2 85 2.05 95
1979-80 13.2 95 1.99 91

4'

1980-81
1961 -82

13.3
15.4

98
116

4%

2.19 - 95
2.06 87

1982-83 13.2 102 2.56 106
1983-84 12.5 100 2.58 105

Cri
CC

1984-85
1985-86

11.4
NA

96
NA

2.62 104

NA NA

ARIZONA 1977-78 11.6 81 4.62 215
1979-80 13.0 94 3.88 178
1980-81 12.0 88 4.08 178
1981-82 1944 78 4.58 194

1982-83 10.0 77 4.71 196
1983-84 10.3 83 4.30 175
1984 -85 9.0 75 4.83 191

1985-86 NA NA NA NA

ARKANSAS 1977-78 12.8 90 .81 84
1979-80 12.8 92 .85 85
1980 -81 13.0 96 .87 81

1981-82 13.1 99 .80 76

1982-83 13.4 103 .85 77

1983 -84 13.4 107 .e4 75
1984-85 12.0 101 2.03 80
1985-86 NA NA NA NA

CALIFORNIA 1977-78 13.6 96 3.40 158
1979-80 12.5 90 3.46 159
1980-81 11.7 86 3.85 167

1981-82 11.1 83 4.02 170
1982-83. 11.0 84 3.92 163
1983-84 10.7 85 3.73 152
1984-85 10.3 86 3.78 150
1985 -86 NA NA NA

49

ENROL
Student
Enrollment
(01 x 02)

Annual
FTE,public
students
per 1,000
pop. Index

03
System Support
index

App Tuition Total

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

SYSTEM
System Tax Capacity
Financial

Requirements
(ENROL x 03)

Pub students
load oak ,

per 1,000
pop. Index

31.0 101 101 105 102 31.6 103
30.4 100 ,101. 105 102 31.0 102
31.0 99 101 105 102 31.6% 101

31.5 100 101 105 102 32.1 102
30.3 97 101 105 102 30.9 99
30.8 101 101 105 102 31.5 103
31.7 105 101 105 102 32.4 108
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

25.0 82 94 94 94 23.5 77
26.3 86 94 94 94 24.7 81
29,2 93 94 94 94 211-5 88
31.7 101 94 94 94 29.8 95
33.8 108 94 94 94 31.8 102
32.4 106 94 94 94 30.4 99
29.8 '99 94 94 94 28.0 93
NA NA NA NA NA NA

53.6 175 108 106 56.8 185
50.6 166 105 1 106 53.6 176
49.0 157 105 106 106 51.9 166
47.6 152 105 106 106 50.5 161

47.3 151 105 106 106 50.1 160
44.4 145 105 106 106 47.1 153
43.2 144 105 106 106 45.8 152
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

23.2 76 105 108 105 24.4 80
23.7 78 105 108 105 24.9 82
24.3 78 105 108 105 25.5 82
23.7 75 105 108 105 24.9 79
24.7 79 105 108 105 26.0 83
24.6 80 105 108 105 25.8 wq 84
24.4 81 105 108 105 25.6 85
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

46.4 152 88 80 86 39.9 130
43.4 143 88 80 86 37.3 123
45.0 144 88 so 86 38.7 124
44.6 142 88 80 86 38.3 122
43.1 138 88 80 86 37.1 118
39.8 130 88 80 86 34.2 112
38.9 129 88 80 86 33.4 111

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

05
Tax Effort

Dollars

Per
capita

1554
$627
$660
$719
$767
$818
1856
NA

Index

77

76
76
76
74
74
73
NA

Percent Index

80.6% 81-

82.0% 02
85.7% 86
85.2% 85
90.6% 91

87.1% 87
89.5% 89

NA NA

$1,129 157 94.4% 94

$1,527 185 116.4% 116
$1,884 217 129.0% 129

$2,457 259 166.2% 166

$3,333 324 184.5% 184A
13,479 313 179.7% 180

$3,781 321 128.2% 128
NA NA NA AA

$669 93 105.7% 106
$751 91 109.4% TO9
$706 91 114.6% 115

$839 88 117.4% 117

$913 89 105.9% 106

51,063 96 91.8% 92
11,122 95 93.5% 94

NA NA NA NA

$568 79 77.6$ 78

$644 78 80.2% 80
$671 77 81.4% 81

1747 79 85.5% 86
$840 82 78.9% 79

$873 78 81.2% 81

1945 80 80.5% 80
NA NA NA NA

$810 113 116.7% 117

$950 115 116.2% 116

11,004 116 94.7% 95
$1,1Q8 117 101.6% 102

11,186 5 100.3% 100

$1,294 116 98.8% 99
$1,370 117 94.5% 95

NA NA NA NA

ri. ;4.).
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE

SUPPORT OF
PUEtIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

ALABAMA

ALASKA

ARIZONA

ARKANSAS

CALIFORNIA

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

TAX 06 APP 07
Tix Revenue Allocation to Appropriations Tuition
(04 x 05) Public Higher per Student Factor

Education (TAX x 06/ENROL)

Relative
Education Education to system Relat

Dollars (total) approp approp financial percent of
per as a percent of $ per load /cap total approp Factor
capita Index tax revenue Index student Index (Max Index (S/capita) ' value Index

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81

1981 -82

1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977578
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

:

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81

1981 -82

1982-83
1983 -84

1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1905-86

$446
$514
1565
$612
$694

, $713
$766
NA

$1,066
$1,777
$2,430
$4,085
$6,168
$6,251
$4,848

NA

$707
$821
$903
$985
$967
1976

$1,050
NA

$441

$516
$546
5539
$663
$709
$760
NA

$946
$1,104
$951

$1,127
$1,190
$1,279
$1,295

NA

62
62
65

65
67

64

65
NA

148
215
280
431

597
562
412
NA

98

100

104

104

94
88
89

NA

61

63
.63
67
64

64
65

NA

131

134

110

119
116

115

110

NA

4

13.2%
I .6%
1 .2%

1 2$
1 4$
13

14.

NA

13.2%

10.7%
9.5%
6.9%
5.2%
5.2$
6.5%
NA

13.0%
12.1%
11.9%
12.0%
11.6%
12.7%
12.8%
NA

11.3%
11.6%
11.4%
10.2%

10.5%
10.2%

11.7%
NA

11.4%
11.0%
14.2%
12.1%

11.0%
10.0%

11.7%
NA

(16.9)
(16.2)
(16.9)
(15.7)
(14.9)
(14.5)
(16.6)

NA

(15.1)
(12.1)
(10.8)
(7.7)
(5.8)
(5.7)

(7.2)

NA

(15.4)
(14.2)
(14.1)
(14.1)
(13.5)
(14.7)
(15.0)

NA

(13.2)
(13.5)
(13.3)
(11.9)
(12.3)
(11.9)
(13.6)

NA

(12.4)
(12.0)
(15.6)

(13.3)
(12.2)
(11.2)
(13.0)

NA

174

163
165
155
155
153
165
NA

151 %

120
103

75
61

0;
7

NA

149
135
128
131

134

149
145

NA

130

130
124

112
122
120
132

NA

130

122
153

132
127

118
131

NA

$2,186
$2,467
12,779
$2,753
$3,077
$3,003
$3,541

NA

$5,638
$7,255
$7,944
$8,856
19,519
14,948

$10,584
NA

$1,718
$1,968
$2,188
12,473
$2,371
$2,781
53,120

NA

----- '

$2,153
52,530
$2,569
52,750
$2,824
$2,938
$3,660

NA

$2,314
$2,789
$2,997
$3,049
53,042
$3,224
$3,885

NA

107
.101

109

100

108

97

102

NA

275
298
310
321

335
323
305

NA

84

81

85

90
83
90
90

NA

105

104

100

100

99
95

106

NA

113

115

117

Ill

107

105

112
NA

51

106 172 10.0% ($7.34 1.30 102

100 163 9.9% 48.3)
107 166 9.9% ($9.f)

1.30 103
1.31 103

99 155 9.9% ($9.5) 1.31 102
107 160,..- 9.9% ($10.3) 1.33 102
96 152 10.5% ($10.9) 1.37 104
101 157 11.9% ($15.2) 1.33 102
NA NA NA . ,... NA NA NA

293 186 12.5% ($20.2) 1.11 88
317 139
330 111 14:41

($25.2) 1.06 86
1.08 85

542 4 75 11.0% ($34.7) 1.08 84
356 56 10.3% ($37.1) 1.08 83
343 57 9.7t. ($34.8) 1.09 83.

.1,25 74 9.4% (132,8) 1.10 85
NA NA NA NA NA NA

1.33 L 10580 85 15.2% ($16.5)
77 81 14.7% ($17.1) 1.34 106
81 82 15.8% (520.2) 1.33 104

85 86 15.2% (521.2) 1.31 102
79 89 14.4% (118.8) 1.34 103
86 103 14.0% ($20.1) 1:32 100
86 101 14.6% ($23.1) 1.31 100

NA NA NA NA NA NA

1.24 98100 171 14.0% ($8.2)
99 166 14.0% ($9.8) 1.26 100'

96 159 14.0% ($10.2) 1.29 101

95 148 14.0% ($10.6) 1.31 102

95 154 14.0% ($11.4) 1.29 99 I,

91 149 14.1% ($11.9) 1.30 98

101 163 13.8% (S14.3) 1.27 98

NA NA NA NA NA NA

128 86 8.7% ($10.2) 1.07 84

130 86 9.0% ($12.0) 1.07 . 85

133 107 9.4% ($14.0) 1.07 84
126 93 9.5% ($14.3) 1.09 85
122 93 9.8% (114.3) 1.12 86
119 91 10.6% ($15.2) 1.15 87
127 102 10.1% ($16.9) ' 1.13 87
NA NA NA NA NA NA
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER

TUITION
Estimated Tuition
per Student
APP (TUITION
FACTOR - 1.00)

OUTPUT
Appropriations
Est. Tuition

per Student
(APP + TUITION)

INPUTS
Potential Tax
Revenues per
Student
(04/11x12)

PROCESS
Collective
financial
Actions
(054647)

EDUCATION Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
HISTORICAL to system to personal Education to system to system to system

Dollars financial disposable approp + financial. Dollars financial flnancIal
per load Income/cap tuition 5/ load Pr load iced
student index Wilk Index student Index index student Index Index Percent Index Index

ALABAMA 1977-78 5649 119 113 148 52,836 109 107 $17,874 76 75 1 1 15.9% 144 141
1979-80 $745 117 111 144 $3,212 103 103 $20,642 76 75 15.6% 138 135
1980-81 $851 121 116 151 $3,630 III 109 $21,290 75 17.1% 145 142
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84

$855
$1,027
$1,108

110 105
119 113
112 107

139

150
142

$3,609 102
$4,104 III

$4,111 101

100
108

99

$22,807
$25,289
126,532

75

77

73

15.8% 135
16.2% 144

15.3% 138

133
141

135
1984-85 51,159 110 105 137 \ $4,699 104. 102 $26,990 69 68 17.4% 150 148
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ALASKA 1977-78 $613 112 119 70 $6,251 241 256 $45,215 193 205 13.8% 125 133
1979-80 5608 95 101 67 $7,863 256 272 $58,139 214 228 13.55 120 127
1980-81 5673 96 102 74 $8,617 264 281 $64,493 233 248 13.4% 114 121
1981-82 5719 92 98 68 $9,575 271 288 677,403 256 273 12.4% 1061 112
1982-83' $732 84 90 61 $10,250 276 294 $98,486 300 319 10.4% 92 98
1983-84 5920 93 99 62 $10,869 267 284 $107,439 296 315 10.1% 90 96
1984-85 $1,099 104 111 72 $11,683 258 275 $126,767 324 345 9.2% 80 85
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ARIZONA 1977-78 $570 104 98 114 52,289 88 83 $12,491 53 50 18.3% 166 156
1979-80 $665 104 98 112 $2,633 86 81 $14,848 55 52 17.7% 157 148
1980-81 5715 102 96 108 $2,903 89 84 $16,086 58 55 18.0% 153 145
1981-82 5772 99 94 104 $3,245 92 87 $17,612 58 55 18.4% 157, 149
1982-83 5809 93 88 98 $3,180 86 81 $19,314 59 55 16.5% 146 138
1983-84 5899 91 86 VW' 53,681 90 85 $23,934 66 62 15.4% 137 129
1984-85' 5956 91 86 98 $4,076 90 85 $25,971 66 63 15.7% 136' 128
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA; NA

ARKANSAS 1977-78 5522 96 88 122 $2,675 103 98 $24,464 104 99 10.9% 99 94
1979-80 $657 103 95 ' 128 $3,187 104 99 $27,150 100 95 11.7% 104 99
1980-81 5758 1 98 133 $3,307 101 97 $27,614 100 95 12.0% 102 97
1981-82, $847 101 142 53,597 102 97 531,547 104 99 11.4% 97 93
1982-83 $821 95 88 121 $3,645 98 94 533,947 103 98 10.7% 95 91
1983-84 5869 88 82 114 $3,807 94 89 535,468 98 93 10.7% 96 91
1984-85 $1,001 95 88 121 $4,661 103 98 $38,772 99 94 12.0% 1o4 99
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

CALIFORNIA 1977-78 5162 30 37 26 $2,476 95 111 517,455 74 86 14.2% 128 149
1979-80 $195 31 38 27 $2,984 97 113 $21,907 81 94 13.6% 120 140
1990-81 5217 31 39 27 53,214 99 115 $22,337 81 94 14.4% 122 142
1981-82 $274 35 44 30 $3,323 94 109 $24,849 82 96 13.4% 114 133
1982-83 $358 41 52 36 53,400 92 107 527,504 84 97 12.4% 110 127
1983-84 5473 48 60 42 53,697 91 106 532,543 90 104 11.4% 101 118
1984 -85 5500 47 59 41 $4,384 97 113 535,240 90 105 12.4% 108 125
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

BEST COPY AVAILABLE.
alb
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0
TABLE 4
'SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

01

Resident
Student
Source High
School Grads

Ns grads

per'
1,000

pop. Index

i2
Attendance
Expansion
Ratio

FTE public
students
pOr HS
grad Index

ENROL
Student
Enrollment
(01 x 021

Annual

FTE public
students
per 1,000
pop. Index

03
System Support
Index

App Tuition Total

9 V
COLORADO 1977-78 14.2 100 3.07 143 43.5 142 104

1979-80 13.5 97 3.04 139 40.9 135 ,I04

1980-81 12.9 95 3.15 137 40.7 130.
1981-82 12.4 93. 3.26 138 40.5 129 104

1982-83 12.0 92 3.33 139 39.9 127 104

1983-84 11.4 91 3.37 137 38.3 125 104

1984-85 10.5 88 3.44 136 36.1 120 104

f
' 1985-06 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

"NNECTICUT 1977-78 15.8 1.19 55 18.8 61 100

1979-80 15.6 112 1.22 56 t9.0 63 100
1980-81 14.9 109 1.31 57 19.5 62 100
1981-82 15.0 113 1.32 56 19.7 63 100
1982-83 14.8 113 1.34 56 19.8 63 100
1983-84 14.8 119 J.33 54 19.8 64 100
1984-85 14.8 124 1.31 52 19.4 64. f '100
1985-86 NA NA NA NA 1INA NA NA

1-4
DELAWARE 1977-78 15.9 III 2.12 99 33.6 110 115

1979-80 15.5 111 2.23 102 34.6 114 115
1980-81 15.1 111 2.35 102 35.5 113 115

4k
1981-82 14.9 112 2.45 -.104 36.6 117 115

1982-83 14.7 113 2.46 102 36.1 115 115

1983-84 14.3 115 2.54 103 36.3 118 115
1984-85 13.4 112 2.69 107 36.0 120 115

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA MA

9,J ST COL 1977-78 9.3 65 1.33 62 12.3 40 103

1979-80 11.0 79 1.18 54 12.9 43 103

1980-81 10.0 73 1.23 54 12.3 39 103

1981-82 10.1 76 1.28 54 13.0 41 103

1982-83 9.1 70 1.50 62 13.6 43 103

1983-84 10.2 82 1.29 53 13.2 43 103

1984-85 9.1 77 1.37 54 12.6 42 103

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

FLORIDA 1077-70 11.2 79 2.53 118 28.3 92 95

1979-80 10.7 77 2.55 117 27.4 90 95

1980-81 10.3 76 2.66 116 27.4 sa 95

1981-82 10.1 76 2.64 112 26.7 85 95

1982 -83 9.7 75 2.75 114 26.7 85 95

1983 -84 9.1 72 2.83 115 25.6 84 95

1984-85 8.8 74 2.82 112 24.8 82- 95

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

54

I

12

12

12
12
12
12

12
NA

101

101

101

101

101

101

101

NA

131

131

131

131

131

131

131

NA

98
98
98
98
98
98
98
NA

106
106
106

106
106
106
106
'NA

100
100
100
100

100
100
100
NA

119
119
119
119
119
119
119
NA

102,
102

102
102
102
102
102

NA

Fir-;4.1

SYSTEM( LOAD
System
Financial
Requirements
(ENROL x 031

Pub students
load ad.)

per 1,000
pop. Index

04
Tax Capacity

Dollars
per
capita Index

15
Tax Effort

Percent Index

46.1 151 $777 108 92.0% 92
43.4 143 $908 110 91.0% 91.

43.1 138 $955 110 96.2% 96
42.9 137 51,066 112 90.4% 90
42.3 135 $1,161 113 83.6% 84
40.6. 133 $1,350 121 80.8% 81
38.3 127 $1,418 121 180.4% 80

NA NA NA NA NA NA

18.8 61 $777 108 101.1%
19.0 63 $891 108 99.9% 100
19.5 62 $940 108 102.3% 102

19.7 63 $1,059 112 99.8% 100

19.8 63 $1,132 110 102.7% 103

19.8 64 $1,298 117 99.0% 99
19.4 64 $1,359 116 102.7% 103

NA NA NA NA NA NA

40.0 131 $885 123 85
41.1 135 $957 116 86.5% 86
42.2 135 $949 109 95.5% 95
43.6 139 $1,059 112 scs% 89
43.0 137 $1,142 111 86.8% 87
43.2 141 11,277 115 84.0% 84
42.9 143' $1,337 114 85.4% 85

NA NA NA NA NA NA

12.6 41 $834 116 111.7% 112

13.2 43 $941 114 126.5% 127

12.5 40 $952 110 132.35 132

13.2 42 $1,056 131.2$ 131

13.9 44 $1,143 111 145.5% 145

13.5 44 $1,260 113 144.9% 145-

12.8 43' $1,337 114 1491.011 149

NA N4 NA NA NA NA

26.6 87 $748 104 73.2% 73

25.8 85 $842 102 73.4% 73

25.8 82 $866 100 78.2% 78

25.1 80 $947 100 73.8% 74

25.1 80 $1.041 101 73.3% 73

24.1 79 $1.156 104 72.1% 72

23.3 77 $1,252 106 72.7% 73
NA NA k4 NA NA NA

s.

rt
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

COLORADO 1977-78
1979-80
198041
198142
1962-83
1983-84
1984=85
1905-86

TAX
Tax Review'
(04 x 05)

Dollars

capita Index

$714 99
$8.26 100
$918 106
1964 102
1970 94

$1,091 98
11,140 97

NA NA

CONNECTICUT 1977-78 1786
1979-80 1890
1980-81 1961
1981-82 $1,057
1982-83 $1,162
198344 11,285
1984-85 11,396
1985-86 NA

DELAWARE 1977-78 1754
1979-80 1828
1980-81 1906
1981-82 $942
1982-83 $992
1983-84 $1,072
1984 -85 $1,142
1985-86 NA

DIST at 1977-78 $932
1979-80 $1,190
1980 -81 $1,259
1981-82 $1,386
1982-83 $1,662
1983-84 $1,825
1984 -85 $1,992
1985416 NA

FLORIDA

I.

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

$548

1618
$677
$700
$762
$834
$910
NA

109
108
111

111

113
116
119

NA

105

100
105
99
96
96
97

NA

130

144
145
146
161

164

169
NA

76

75
78
74
74
75

77
NA

os.

16
Allocation to
Public Higher
Education

APP
Appropriations
per Student
(TAX x 16/EAROL)

Relative
Education Education to 'system
(total) approp approp financial
as a percent of $ per load
tax memo index student index. Index

8.4% (10.6) 97
7.8% (9.8) 87
7.2% (9.3) 78
8.2% (10.5) 90
8.5% (11.6) 98
7.8% (10.6) 92
7.7% (10.4) 87
NA NA NA

4.9% (6.0) 56
4.4% (5.4) 49

(5.9) 52
4.5% (5.6) 49
4.4% (5.4) 51
4.6% (5.6) 54
4.6% (5.63 52
NA NA

8.0% (8.6) 91

9.6% (10.3) 108
10.2% (10.8) 110
11.7% (12.5) 129
11.9% (12.6) 137
11.0% (11.8), 130
11.4% (12.1) 128

NA WA NA

5.6% (5.6) 64
6.0% (6.0) 67
6.4% (6.4) 69
6.0% (6:0) 66
5.5% (5.6) 64
5.3% (5.3) 62
5.1% (5.1) 58
NA NA NA

8.4% (10.2) 97
9.1% (10.9) 101

9.0% (11.0) 98
9.5% (11.6) 105

9.0% (10.9) 104

8.9% (10.7) 104

8.7% (10.5) 98
NA NA NA

11,383 68
11,565 64
11,624 63
$1,959 71

12,061 72
12,222 72
12,424 70

NA NA

12,036
$2,035
$2,357
$2,416
$2,610
$2,974
$3,314

NA

$1,785
$2,308
12,597
$3,020
$3,253
$3,252
13;607

NA

87
95
101

109
114
106
104

NA

$4,257 208
$5,559 228
$6,581 257
$6,394 232
$6,773 238
$7,269 236
$8,128 234

NA NA

$4,63q 80
$2,045' 84
$2,232 87
12,504 91
$2,567 90
$2,885 94
13,197 92

NA NA

CUSk VA VI' V

Relative illired
to tax t of
rev/cap total ("prop
index (1/capita)

07

Tuition
Factor

Factor
value Index

65 68 20.6% ($15.7) 1.46 115
62 64 20.8% 6(116.8) 1.58 125
61 60 22.3% ($18.9) 1.65 129
68 70 21.8% ($22.0) 1.61 125
70 77 26.9% ($30.3) 1.66 127
69 73 26.4% ($30.6) 1.64 125
67 72 26.25 ($31.0) 1.67 128
NA NA NA NA NA NA

99. 91 19.2% (19.1) 1.30 102
84 78 19.7% ($9.5) 1.34 106
92 83 18.6% ($10.5) 1.29 101
88 79 18.9% ($11.1) 1.29 101
92 81 18.2% ($11.5) 1.32 101
96 83 18.5% ($13.3) 1.34 101
\96 81 18.0% ($14.1) 1,36 104
NA NA NA NA NA NA

76 83 7.5% ($4.9) 1.72
lig82 95 6.7% ($5.7) 1.61

88 97 6.1% ($6.0) 1.57 123
95 110 5.7% ($6.7) 1.56 121.
99 119 5.9% (17.4) 1.61 123
92 109 6.2% ($7.8) 1.68 127
60 107 6.2% ($8.6) 1.65 126
NA NA NA NA NA NA

202 160 0.0% $0.0 .07 85
222 158 0.0% $0.0 .06 84
249 177. 0.0% $0.0 .05 82
225 159 0.2% ($0.2) .08 84
231 148 0.2% ($0.2) .09 83
229 144 0.2% ($0.2) .09 83
228 138 0.2% ($0.2) .10 84
NA NA NA NA NA NA

84 05 17.0% ($9.5) 1.31 103
as 12 17.1% ($11.5) 1.25 99
92 12 17.6% ($13.1) 1.25 98
96 23 17.6% ($14.2) 1.26 98
95 22 17.3% ($14.3) 1.26 96
99 25 17.3% ($15.4) 1.24 94
97 19 17.2% ($16.5) 1.23 94
NA NA NA NA NA "NA

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF

TUITION
Estilated Tuition
per Student
APP (TUITION

OUTPUT
Appropriations
& Est. Tuition
par Student

INPUTS
Potential Tax
Revenues per
Student

PROCESS
Collective
Financial
Actions

, PUBLIC HIGHER FACTOR - 1.00) (APP +-TUITION) (04/01x02) (0506x/7)
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

Welts
to system

Relative
to personal Educatiog

Relative
to system

Relative
to system

Relative
to system

Dollars financial disposable approp financial Dollars financial financial
par load !Moms/cap tuition 1/ load par load ,load
student index Index Index student Indio index student Index Index Percent index index

COLORADO 1977-78 $630 115 103 114 $2,013 78 73 $17,851 76 72 11.5% 102 96.

1979-80 $905 142 126 138 12,470 80 76 $22,170 82 77 11.1% 98 93
1980-81 $1,052 ISO 134 144 $2,676 82 77 $23,456 85 80 11.4% 97 91
1981 -82 $1,192 153 137 144 $3,152` 89 84 $26,350 87 82 12.0% 102 96
-1982-83 $1,356 156 140 144 13,417 92 87 $29:084 88 83 1 I .y% 104 98

. 1983-84 11,433 145 130 133 $3,655 90 85 $35,205 97 92 10.4% 92 87
1984-85 $1,622 154 137 142 $4,046 89 84 $39,234 100 95 10.3% 89 84
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

CONNECTICUT 1977-70 $604 111 109 95 12,641 102 102 S41,377 176 176 6.4% 58 58
1979-80 $694 109 108 93 $2,730 89 89 $46,825 172 172 5.8% 52 52
1980-81 $674 96 95 82 $3,031 93 93 $48,262 174 174 6.3% 53 53
1981-82 $705 91 90 76 $3,121 88 $53,708 118 178 5.8% 50 50
1982-03 $827 95 95 79 $3,437 93 $57,210 174 174 6.0% 53 53
1983-84 $1,004 102 101 83 $3,978 98 98 $65,672 181 181 6.1% 54 54
1984 -85 $1,197 114 112 90 $4,512 100 100 $70,152 179 179 6.4% 56 36
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

DELAWARE 1977-78 $1,278 234 179 224 $3,063 118 99 $28,305 112 94 11.6% 105 89
1979-80 $1,408 220 168 218 $3,717 121 102 $27,700 102 86 13.4% 119 100

1980-81
1981-82

$1,487
$1,677

212

216
162
165

212
214

$4,084 125
$4,697 133

105
112

$26,740
$28,926

96
96

81

80
15.3%
16.2%

130
139

109
117

1982-83 $1,985 229 175 231 $5,238 141 119 131,601 96 81 16.6% 147 123

1983-84 $2,220 225 172 219 $5,473 134 113 $35,148 97 81 15.6% 139 117

1984-85 $2,335 221 169 212 $5,942 131 110 $37,079 95 80 16.0% 138 116

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

DIST COL 1977-78 $315 58 59 47 $4,571 176 173 $67,732 289 283 6.7% 61 60
1979-80 $311 49 50 39 $5,870 191 187 $72,691 248 262 8.1% 71 ,70

1980-81 $323 46 47 37 $6,904 212 208 $77,561 280 274 8.9% 76 74

1981-82 $532 68 70 54 $6,925 196 192 $81,315 269 264 8.5% 73 71

1982-83 $594 68 70 54 $7,366 199 195 $83,906 255 250 8.8% 78 76

1983-84 $683 69 71 55 17,951, 195 192 $95,474 263 258 8.3% 74 73

1984-85 $805 76 78 59 $8,933 198 ' 194 $106,454 272 267 8.4% 73 71

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

FLORIDA 1977-78 $498 91 101 97 $2,128 82 87 $26,400 112 120 8.1% 73 78

1979-80 $518 81 90 84 $2,563 83 89 $30,718 113 120 8.3% 74 78

1980-81 $557 80 88 82 $2,789 85 91 $31,555 114 121 8.8% 75 80

$644 83 92 84 $3,148 89 95 $35, 547 118 125 8.9% 76 81.1981-82
1982-83 $658 76 84 76 $3,225 87 92 $39,011 119 126 8.3% 73 78

1983-84 $700 71 79 72 $3,584 88 94 $45,082 124 132 8.0% 71 75

1984-85 $734 70 71 70 $3,931 87 92 $50,483 129 137 7.8$ 67 72

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

57
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE

01

Resident
Student

12
Attendance
Expansion

ENROL

Student
Enrollment

SUPPORT OF Source High. Ratio. (01 x 12)
PUBLIC HIGHER School Grads
EDUCATION Annual _

HISTORICAL HS grads FIE public FIE public
por students students
1,000 per NS , per 4000
pop. Index grad Inder\pop. Index

GEORGIA

HANA I I

IDAHO

ILLINOIS

INDIANA

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85

1985-86

1977-78

1979-80
1980-81
1981 -82

1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980 -81

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

12.6
12.2
12.1

11.9
12.0
11.7
11.0
NA

15.4
15.2
14.7

15.1

14.2
13.0
12.7
NA

15.8

15.0
14.4

13.9
13.3

12.7

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981 -82

1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

14.3
14.1

13.5
13.7

13.7
13.0

12.4
NA

14.4

14.7
14.3
14.3
14.5
13.6

12.8

NA

BF21 CObA
13
System Support
0hdex

App Tuition Total

89
88
89
90
92
93
93
NA

108
109
108
114

109
104
107
NA

111

108
106

105

102
101

102
NA

t00
101

100
103
105
104
104

NA

)01

106
105
108

111

109
108
NA

2.00
1.94
1,95
1.98
2.00
2.01

2.06
NA

2.30
2.16
2.19
2115
(2.33
2.43
2.29
NA

1.98
1.95
2.11

2.18
2.28
2.32
2.32

NA

2.09
2.15
2.41 ,

2.49
2.48
2.46
2.59
NA

1.78

1.77

1.96
1.98
1.99
2.10
2.22

NA

93
89
85
84
83
82
82
NA

107
99
95
91

97
99
91

NA

92
89
92
92
95
94
92

NA

97

98
105
105
103
100

103
NA

83
81

85
84
83
86
88
NA

4%

23.2
23.8
23.6
23.6
24.1
23.5
22.7

NA

35.6
32.8
32.3
32.5
33.1
31.5
29.1

NA

31.4
29.3
30.4
30.3
30.4
29.3
28.1

NA

29.8
30.2
32.7
34.2
33.9
32.0
32.2

NA

25.5
26.1
28.0
28.4
28.8
28.7
28.5

NA

82
78

.75
75
77
7

75
NA

116
108
103
104
106

103
97
NA

102

96
97
97
97

96
93
NA

97
99

105
109
108

104

107

NA

83
86
90
90

92
93
95
NA

105

115

115
115

115
115
115

11

11

11

11

11

11

11

NA

116
116
116
116
116
116
116
NA

105
105
105

105
105
105
NA

95
95
95
95
95
95
95
NA

115

NA

112
112
112
112
112
112
112

NA

115
113

115
115
115
115

115
NA

109
109
109

109
109
109
109
NA

123

123
123
123
123

123
123
NA

SYSTEM LOAD 14
System
Financial
Requirements
(ENROL x 03)

Pub students
load ad(
per 1,000
pop. Index

Tax Capacity
'5
Tax Effort

Dollars
per

capita Index Percent Index

111 28.0 91 $611
111 26.4 87 $685
111 26.1 84 $703
111 26.2 83 $778
111 26.7 85 $838
111 26.1 85 $931
111 25.2 84 $980
NA NA NA NA

116 41.3 135 $777
116 38.0 125 $867
116 37.4 120 $891
116 37.8 120 $1,010
116 38.4 123 $1,076
116 36.6 119 $1,300
116 33.7 112 $1,322
NA NA NA NA

106 33.3 109 $633
106 31.0 102 $734
106 32.2 103 $791
106 32.1 102 $850
106 32.3 103 $891
106 31.1 101 $958
106 29.8 99 $1,016
NA NA NA NA

95 28.3 92 $806
95 28.7 94 $925
95 31.0 99 $969
95 32.5 104 $1,022
95 32.2 103 $1,070
95 30.4 99 $1,096
95 30.6 102 $1,145
NA NA NA NA

117 29.9 98 $705
117 30.5 100 $817
117 32.7 105 $849
117 33.2 106 $877
117 33.7 106 $932
117 33.5 109 $986
117 33.4 111 $1,040
NA NA NA NA

85
83
81

82

84
83
NA

87.0% 87

89.4% 89
95.7% 96
96.2% 'fb 96

97.3% 97
95.8% 96
97.0% 97
NA NA

108 118.3% 118
105 116.6% 117
103 127.6% 128
106 124.5% 124
105 125.7% 126
117 105.3% 105
112 109.3% 109
-NA NA NA

88
89
91

87

87
86
86
NA

112

112
112
108

104

99
97
NA

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

90.4% 90

:T
88.3% 88

87.0% a7
$4.5%
84.4% 84
NA NA

94.4%
95.1%
98.9%

102.5%
105.0%
107.0%
106.5%

NA

82.3%
82.6%
84.2%
84.2%
88.5%
88.2%
86.8%
NA

94
95
99
102
105
107

106
NA



BEZi COINk viwtrvsrE

I

TAX
Tax Rave
(04 $e 05)

Dollars
per
capita Index

06
Allocation to
Public Higher
Education

Education
(total) *prop
as a percent of
tax revere Index

APP
Appropriations
per Student
(TAX x 06/ENROL)

Relative
Education to system
approp financial
S par load
student Indox Indsx

Relative
to tax
rev/cap
Index

Res -Ag-Ned
percent of
total approp
($/capIta)

Tuition
Factor

Factor
value index

1977 -78 $532 74 8.7% (11.2) 100 $1,831 89 81 121 22.3% ($13.3) 1.30
1979-80 $612 74 9.4% Al2.0) 104 $2,410 99 89 133 21.9% ($16.1) 1.26
1980-81 $675 78 9.4% (12.0) 102 $2,690 SO& 95 135 21.5% ($17.4) 1.27
1961-82 $748 79 9.7% (12.3) 106 $3,074 111 100 141 20.80 ($19.1) 1.27
1962-8,3 -$815 .79 9.4% (11.8) 109 $3,193 112 101 142 20.3% ($19.6) 1.26
1983 -84 $892 80 8.6% (11.3) 102 $3,281 106 96 133 23.1% ($23.2) 1.31
1284-85 $952 61 8.9% (11.4) 100 $3,710 107 961 132 22.5% ($24.5) 1.29
1%35-66 NA NA. NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

1977-78 $919 128 12.4% (14.7) 142 $3,190 156 134 122 15.9% ($21.5) 1.14
)979-80 $1,010 122 11.8% (14.3) 132 $3,634 149 129 122 17.3% ($25.0) 1.13
1980-81 $1,137 131 11.7% (13.9) 126 $4,115 161 139 "122 16.0% ($25.3) 1.11
1961-62 $1,257 132 11.8% (14.0) 129 $4, 543 165 142 124 15.7% ($27.5) 1.10
1962-83 $1,353 131 13.0% (15.1) 150 $3,305 187 161 14.0% ($20.6) 1.09
196344
1884-ar

$1,369
$1,445

123
123

12.6%
12.2%

(14.9)
(14.3)

148
137

$3,481
$6,055

178
175

153
151 142

15.4%
15.0%

J401.4)
1$31.0)

1.13
1.14

1963 -86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

1977-78 $572 80 13.8% (15.9) 159 $2,525 123 117 155 12.9% (111.6) 1.14
1979-80 $653 79 12.4% (14.3) 139 42,773 114 109 144 13.0% ($12.1) 1.18
1960-81 $719 83 12.6% (14.3) 136 $2,971 116 110. 140 11.9% ($12.2) 1.19
1981-82 $733 77 12.3% (13.9) 135 $2,981 108 103 140 11.6% ($11.8) 1.19
1962-83 $775 75 11.3% (12.8) 130 $2,870 101 96 134 12.0% ($11.9) .1.19
1963-84 $810 73 11.7%. (13.2) 138 $3,227 105 100 144, 11.5% ($12.3) 1.18
1964-85 $857 73 12.1% (13.8) 137 $3,785 107 102 147 11.7% ($13.8) 1.18
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA, NA NA NA NA NA

19777-78 $761 (06 7. (8.9) 86 $1,927 94 99 89 15.6$ ($10.6) 1.22
1979-80 sem 107 7. (9.21 86 $2,254 93 98 87 16.1% ($13.1) 1.22
1980-81 $958 111 7. (9.4) 85 $2,307 90 95 81 16.0 ($14.5) 1.23
1981 -82 $1,048 110 7.4 (8.9) 81 $2,276 83 87 75 16.4% ($15.3) 1.23
1962-83 $1,124 109 7.1% (8.5) 82 $2,349 83 87 76 16.0 ($16.1) 1.30
1983-84 $1,173 105 7.4% (8.9), 87 $2,719 88 93 84 16.7% ($17.4) 1.31

1984-85 $1,220 104 7.7% (9.2) 86 $2,899 84 88 81 16.6% ($18.6) 1.32
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

1977-78 $580 81 9.0% )10.5) 103 $2,030 100 87 123 14.6% (18.9) 1.38
1979-80 $675 82 9.1% 10.5) 101 $2,347 96 114 118, 13.9% ($9.9) 1.38
1980-81, $715 82 9.6% (11.1) 04 $2,451 96 83 r 116 13.6% ($10.8) 1.39
1981-82 $739 78 9.6% (11.2) 06 *7,509 91 79 117 13.5% ($11.1) 1.45
1982-83 $825 Eit 13.7% (10.1) 101 $2,491 88 76 109 13.7$ (111.4) 1.54
1983 -84 $870 78 9..0% (10.4) 106 $2.734 89 77 113 13.6% ($12.4) 1.54
1984-85 $902 77 9.7% (111) 109 13,054 88 77 115 13.0% ($13.0) 1.51

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA' NA NA NA

61

103

100

100

99
97

99.

99
NA

96
96
96
98
99
100

101

NA

109
109

109

113

118

117

116

NA
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE at
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

GEORGIA 1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1961-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

HAWAII 1 1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

IDAHO

ILLINOIS

114)IANA

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85

1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982.83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78'
1979-80
1980-81

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85

1985-86

TUITION
Estimated Tuition
per Student
APP (TUITION
FACTOR - 1,00)

Dolters
per

student index

$555
620

$$728

$815
$842

$1,003
$1,075

NA

$445

$479
$473
$472
$462

$687
$843

NA

$350
$503
$571

$575
$555
$566
1655,'
f NA

S429

$524
/1579

/1696
' 1855

$923
C NA

$771

$884
$947

11,132
$1,345
$1,486
$1,571

NA

Relative Relative
to system to personal
financial disposable
load incomeicep
index Index

102 91

97 dO7
104 -93
105 94
97 87
102 91

102 91

NA NA

82 71

75 65
68 59
61 53
53 46
70 60
80 70
NA NA

64 59
79 72
.81 75
74 68
64 59
57 53
62 57
NA NA

78
76
75
75
80
87
87
NA

141

138
135
146

155
151

149
NA

83
81

80
79
85
92
93
NA

115

113
110
118
126

122
121

NA

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

OUTPUT
Appropriations
& Est. Tuition
per Student
(APP + TUITION)

Education
pr +eptuitioop

n Si
student index

Relative
to system
flnanclai
load
index

118 $2,387 92 83
112 $3,030 99 89
122 $3,419 101 94
124 $3,889 110 99
114 $4,034 109 98
117 $4,284 105 95
114

NA
$4,785 106 95

NA NA NA

75

69
64
57
50
65
76
NA

7f,
88
93
84
73
69
74

NA

69
68
67
68
73
80
82
NA

144

143

141

154
165

188
166

NA

$3,635
14,113
$4,588
$5,016
$5,768
$6,168
$6,898

NA

12,875
$3,276

13,542
$3,555
$3,425
$3,793

140
134

141

142

15,
152

03
NA

111

107

109
101

92
93

$4,360 96
NA NA

12,356
$2,740
$2,831

$2,855
$3,045
$3,575

13,821
NA

$2,809

$3,231

$3,397
$3,640

$3,836
$4,220
$4,625

NA

121

115
121

122
134
131
132

NA

105
101

102
95
87
88
91
NA

91 96
89 94
87 91
81 85
82 _86
88 92
85 89
NA NA

108 93
105 90
104 89
103, 88
103 88
104 89
102 87
NA NA

INPUTS

Potential Tex
Revenues per
Student
(04/1142)

Dollars
per
student

1

$24,239
$28,798
$29,932
532,930
$34,827
$39,609
$43,155

NA

$21,831
$26,424
$27,6118

$31,018
$32,535
$41,262
$45,427

NA

120,176
$25,110
$26,014
$27,371
$29,246
$32,652
$36,152

NA

$27,058
$30,639
$29,655
$29,864
$31,540
$34,236
$35,526

NA

$27,603
$31,319
$30,328
$30,885
$32,341
$34,402
$36,443

NA

Wally*
to system
financial
load

I(:dex index

103 93
106 96
108 97
109 98
106 95
109 98
110 99
NA NA

93
97
100
103

99
114
116
NA

86
92
94
91

89
90
93
NA

115

113
107

99
96
94

91

NA

118
115
109

102

98
95.

93
NA

ow

80
84
86
89
85
98
100
MA

81

87
89
85
84
85
87
NA

121

119
113

104

101

99
96
NA

101

99
94
87
84
81

80
NA

Vrtliif)31i.
PROCESS
CollectiVe
Fimencial
Actions
(154647)

k".N.

Percent Index

9.8%
10.5%
11.4%
11.8%
11.6%
10.8%
11.1%
NA

16:7%

15.6%
16.6%
16.2%
17.0
14.9%
13.2%

14.2%

13.0%
13.6%
13.0%
11.7%
11.6%
12.1%

NA

Relative
to system
financial
load
Index

89 80
93 84
97 87

101 91
103 92
96 87
96 86
NA NA

151

138
141

138
157
133
131

NA

129
115
116
111

104
103
104

NA

8.7% 79
8.9% 79
9.5% 81
9.6% 82
9.7% 86
10.4% 93 98
10.8% 93 98
NA NA NA

130
119

122
119

135

115
113

NA

122

109

109
105

98
98
98
NA

83
83
85
86
90

10.2%

10.3%
11.2%
11.8%
11.9%
12.3%
12.7%

NA

92 79
91 78

95 81

101 86
105 90
109 93
110 94

NA NA

.



TABLE.4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

01

Resident
Student
Source High
School Grads

NS grads
per
1,000

pop. Index

11
12
Attendance
Expansion
Ratio

FTE public
studenfb
per HS
grad Index

ENROL 03
Student System Support
Enrollment Index
(01 x 02)

Annual
FTE public
students
per 1,000
pop. Index

SYSTEM LOAD
System
Financial
Requirements
(ENROL x 03)

Pub students
load ad.!

per 1,000
App Total pop. index

IOWA 1977-78 16.4 115 1.68 78 27.5 90 106 114
1979 -80 16.5 119 1.75 80 28.8 95 106 114
1080-8r% 16.1 119 1.92 84 31.1 99 106 114
1981-82 15.9 119 2.04 86 32.4 103 106 114
1982-83 15.5 119 2.14 89 33.2 106 106 114
1083-84 14.7, 118 2.28 93 33.6 109 106 114
1984-85
1985-86

13.9
NA

117

NA
2.40
NA

95
NA

33.4
NA

III

NA
106
NA

114

NA

KANSAS 1977-78 14.4 101 2.61 121 37.7, 123 106 112
1979-80 14.6 105 2.56 117 37.4 123 106 112
1980-81 14.0 103 2.75 A19 38.3 123 106 112
1981 -82 13.2 99 2.91 123 38.4 122 106 112
1982-83 12.6 97 3.05 127 38.5 123 106 112
1983-84 11.7 94 3.24 132 38.0 124 106 112
1984-85 11.0 92 3.41 135 37.5 125 106 112

--3
1985 -86 NA NA NA NA

4'1A

NA NA NA

KENTUCKY 1977-78 12.9 91 1.93 90 24,9 81 103 109
1979-80 12.7 91 1,96 90 24.8 81 103 109
1980-81 12.5 92 2.07 90 25.8 82 103 109
1981-82 12.7 05 2.02 85 25.6 82 103 109
1982-83 12.8 98 2.0(1 83 25.6 82 105 .109
1983-84 12.2 98 2.04 83 24.8 81 103 109
1984-85 11.7 08 2.03 80 23.8 79 103 109
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

LOUISIANA 1977-78 14.2 99 1.91 89 27.1 88 107 108
1979-80 13.5 97 1.94 89 26.2 86 107 108
1980-81 13.2 97 2.01 88 26.6 85 107 108
1981-82 12.9 97 2.13 90 27.4 87 107 108
1982-83 10.9 84 2.54 105 27.7 88 107. 108
1983-84 10.3 83 2.72 111 28.1 92 107 108
1984-85 10.4 87 2.69 106 27.9 93 107 108
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA MA NA

MAINE 1977-78 15.4 108 1.60 74 24.7 81 100 95
1979-80 15.2 109 1.59 73 24.1 79 100 95
1980-81 15.3 113 1.58 69 24.2 77 100 95
1981-82 15.4 116 1.57 66 24.2 77 100 95
1982-83 15.0 115 1.53 64 23.0 74 100 95
1983-84 14.6 117 1.63 66 23.8 78 100 05
1984-85 13.7 115 1.69 67 23.2 77 100 95
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

64

108

108
108
108

108
108
108

NA

107

107

107

107
107

107

107

NA

105

105
105

105
105,

105

105

NA

107

107

107

107

107

107

107

NA

Peal. CObA ki;.VP;aft

14 05 if
Tax Capacity Tax Effort

Dollars
per
capita Index Percent Uidex

29.7 97 $748 104 92.6% 93
31:2 -103 $875 106 88.5% 88
33.5 107 $937 108 93.2% 93
35.0 111 $1,000 105 95.7% 96
35.9 115 $1,053 102 98.2% 98
36.2 118 $1,063 96 105.4% 105
36.1 120 $1,110 94 104.8% 105
NA NA NA NA NA NA

40.4 132 $763 106 85.8% 86
40.0 132 $875 106 85.5$ 85
41.0 131 $948 109 87.1% 87
41.1 131 $1,033 109 87.00 88
41.2 132 $1,125 109 87.0% 87
40.6 132 $1,178 106 87.5% 88
40.2 133 $1,253 107 88.9% 89
NA NA NA NA NA NA

26.2 85 $611 85 87.1% 87
26.0 86 $693 84 82.6% 83
27.0 87 $736 85 86.7% 87
26.9 86 $789 83 88.6% 89
26.8 86 $844 82 88.4% 88
26.1 85 $910 82 88.5% 88
25.0 83 $068 87.1% 87
NA NA NA N82A NA NA

29.0 95 $741 103 80.0% SO
26.0 92 $850 103 77.2% 77
28.4 91 $897 103 82.2% 82
29.3 93 $1,035 109 77.7% 78
29.6 95 $1,200 117 76.7% 77
30.1 98 $1,259 113 81.8% 82
29,8 99 $1,358 115 73,8% 74
NA NA NA NA NA NA

24.4 80 $597 83 110.4% 110
23.9 79 $668 81 108.5% 108
23.9 77 $694 80 109.6% 110
24.0 76 $761 80 111.1% 111

22.8 73 $816 79 113.2% 113
23.6 77 $935 84 106.8% 107
23.0 76 $969 82 110.5% 111

NA NA NA NA NA NA

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC NIGHER
EDUCATION

.N1STORICAL

JAK
'Tax Revenue
(04 X 05)

Allocation to
Public Higher
Education

Education
Dollars (total) approp
per as a percent of
capita index tax revenue Index

2IT2t.t.AA i":

APP
ApproprlatIons
per Student
(TAX x /6/ENROL)

/7
Tuition
Factor

2IT2t.t.AA i":

Relative
Education fo system Relative Res-As-Med
approp financial to tax percent of
$ par load rev /cap total approp 'Factor
student index Index index CS/capita)

/
value India

.66

1 2IV
16.0

1.32 103
13.2% ($15.2)

1.34 1041982-83$1,034 100 10.3% (12.1) 119

103
1981-82 $958 101 9.7% (11.4) 106 S2,865 104 98

1979-80 $774 94 9.5% (11.4) 106
$2,196 107 101

1980-81 $873 101 9.7% (11.5) 105 $2,741 107 101 1

15.5$ ($19.5)
15.4% ($16.9)10

1.35 103
1983-84 $1.121 101 9.2% (10.9) 108

S3,197 112 106
$3,064 99 94

112
99 15.8% (119.3) 1.39 105

1984-85 $1,164 99 9.6$ (11.4) 109 1.42 109
1985-86

15.6% (S20.7)
NA NA NA NA NA

$3.352 97 91

NA NA NA
98

KANSAS 1977-78 10.0 (14.1) 124 $1,874 92 86

MA

23.2% ($21.4)

NA NA

1.32 104

NA NA

1979-80
$654 91

$747 91 11.8% (15.7) t132 52,365 97 92
101

24.7% (129.1) 1.30 103

1981-82 $908 96

1980-81 1825 95 12.0% (15.8) 130
11.2% (15.0) 123

$2,582 101 95
107

4.3% ($31.7) 1.27
1::

1982-83 5979 95 10.7$ (14.7) 123

106
.3% ,((09S34..61))52,660 96 91

$1,031 93 10.1% (13.8) 119

101

1984-85 11,113 95 10.7% (14.1) 121

S2,713 95 90

$2,750 89 84
100

26
1:711)

1983-84
1.28

1::

198546 NA NA NA NA NA
13,173 92

96

NA NA
86

:7ii
1.29 99

KENTUCKY 1977-78 1533 74 10.4% (14.5) 120

NA NA NA

$2,412 99 96
28.0% ( 1.6)

1979-80 5573 69 10.4% (14.5) 116
$2,232 109 106 1.26 100

S2,549 92 89

147

1980-81 9.5% (13.1) 103
2n7:941 : :31

.T) 1.24
$699 74 9.1% (13.0) TOO

143

11::: :01
1981-82

S658 74

1982-83 $746 72 9.5% (13.2) 110 t.4771 91
87

125

30.0% ( ,3)

1.32 101

1.31 102

1983-84 1803 72 9.5% (13.3) 112 $3,090 180 97

122
135 28.0% ($27.6)

1.33 100
1984-85 $843 72

28.2% ($30.1)
1.33 102

11p5-86 NA NA
9.3% (12.9) 105 $3,305 95 93 . 133

138

27.711 ($30.1)

LOUISIANA 1977-78 $593 82

NA NA NA NA NAi NA
NA NA NA NA NA

1979-80
7.9% (11.0) 90 11.727 84 79 28.5$ ($18.6)

$656 80 8.9% (12.5) 99 $2,222 91 85
102 1.26

:1
1980-81 1737 85 9.3% (13.1) 101

115 28.8% (123.6)
29.1% (128.1)

1981 -82 1804 85
$2,581 101 94

8.7% (12.3) 101
28.6% ($31.1)
29.1% ($33.1)

1.22

:15:

$2,837' 103 96
118

1982-83 $921 89
9.7% (13.5) 106

1983-84 $1,030 93 7.8% (11.1) 91

$2,909 102 96
121

114

30.2%
:135:::1)1984-85 11,002 85

$2,845 92 86

NA NA NA

1.29 99
1.29 98

1985-86 NA NA
8.8% (12.8) 99

NA NA NA
63,159 91 85

NA NA NA

100
107

NAIVE 1977-78 $659 92 $1,561 76 76 1.50 118

NA NA

6.4% (6.9) 71
7.3% (13.0)

1.48 1171979-80 $725 88
5.8% (6.3) 67

1980-81 $761 88
$1,919 79 79

83

1.51 118
6.3% (6.8) 46:

$2,080 81 81
90 7.7% (13.9)

1981-82 1845 89
6.6% (7.2)

52,197 80 80
92 7.7% (54.2)

1.56 122
1982-83 $423 90 6.3% (6.8) 73

7.8% ($4.5)

1983-84 $999 90 6.1% (6.5) 71

$2,533 89 99
89
99 7.2% (54.5)

1.58 119
1.55 119

7.3% (S4.8)
1984-85 $1,071 91 6.9% (7.4) 78

$2,546 83 83

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA
$3,186 92 92

NA NA NA
101

NA

92
6.6% (15.2) 1.47' 113
NA NA NA NA

I ... .

.66
BEST COPYBEST COPYBEST COPYBEST COPY

/7
Tuition
Factor

/7
Tuition
Factor
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TABLE 4 .

SEVEN FACTORS
TUITION
Estimated Tuition

%MIT
ApproprIstIons

INPUTS,

Potential Tax
PROCESS
Collective

1N .STATE per Student Est. Tuition Revenues per Flnancial

SUPPORT OF APP CTUITION per Student Student Actions

PUBLIC HIGHER FACTOR - 1.00) !MP + TUITION) (04/1102) 1054647)
EDUCATION Relative Wetly* RelatIve Relative Relative

HISTORICAL to system to personal Education to system to system to system
Dollars financial disposable approp + financial Dollars financial filnancial

per load income/cap tuition $/ load per load load

student index indexv . Index student Index Index' student index Index Percent Index index

a

IOWA 1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985 -86

KANSAS 1977-78
t979-80
1980-81
1.981 -82

1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
19i5-86

KENTUCKY 1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-63
1983-84

4 1984-85
1985-86

LOUISIANA. 1977-78
1979-4*

't
-; 4

MAINE

1

.1

1

1984,85
19415-es

977-78
1979-80
1980-81

. 1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85

41,, 1985-86

$760
S830
$864
$969

$1,120
$1,203
$1,398

NA

$604
$713
$709
$725
$763
$870
$923

NA

$628
$589

$688
$776

$890
$1,010
$1,105

NA

$441

$505
,$555
$633

$741

$832
$903
7NA

$773
$918

$1,051
$1,227
$1,399
$1,465
$1,499

NA

139
130
123
125
129
122

133
NA

111

112
101

43-
88
88
87

, NA

108
98
98
100
103
102
105
NA

81

79
79
81
85
84
86
NA

141

144
150
158
161

148
142

NA

122

114

108

109

113

107
116

NA

99
100

90
83
79

79
78

NA

99
90

90
92
94

94

96
NA

75

73
73

75
79

78

79
NA

149

151

158

166

170

156

150
AA

142
128

123

129
129

128
145
NA

106
108

94
89
83
84
84
NA

129
119

117

121

123

122

128
NA

95
91

91

91

94
91

96
NA

164
171

179
186
192

175

166

NA

$2,956
$3,389
$3,605
$3,834
$4,317
$4,267
$4,750

NA

$2,478
$3,079
$3,291
$3,385
$3,476
$3,620
$4,096

NA

$2,820
$3,040
$3,037
$3,260
$3,668
$4,100
$4,409

NA

$2,168
$2,728
$3,136
$3,470
$3,649
$3,677
$4,062

NA

$2,333
$2,837.
13,131
$3,424
$3,932
$4,011

$4,686
NA

114

110

foe
116

105

105

NA

96
100

101

96
94

89
91

NA

109
99

93
92
99,

101

98
NA

84
89
96
98

98

90
90
NA

90

92

96
97

106

99
104

NA

105
102

102
;00

108

97
97
NA

89
94
94
89
88
83
85
NA

104
94
89
88
94
96
93
NA

78
83
90
92
92
84
84
NA

91
93
97
98
107

100
105
NA

$27,234 116
$30,321 112
$30,187 409

.$30,896 102
$31,725 96 .

$31,688 87
$33,2D4 85

NA NA

$20,217 86
$23,399 86
$24,716 89
$26,932 89
$29,225 89
$31,016 86
$33,377 85

NA Net

$24,527 104
$28,002 103
$28,565" 103

$30,802 102
$33,000 100
$36,671 101

$40,698 104
NA NA

$27, 373 117
$32,450 120
133,730 122
$37,756 125
$43,372 132

$44,767 123
$48,729 125

NA NA

$24,182 403
$27,713- 102'

$28,711 104

$31,369 104

535,415 108

$39,304 108

$41,707 107
. NA-%N/4A

107

103

101

95
89
81

79
NA

80
81

83
83

83
80
80
NA

100

98
98
97
96
96
99
NA

109
112

114

117
123

115

117

NA

104

J03
105

105

109

110

108
NA

141 '

10.9%
11.2%

11.9%
12.4%
13.6%
13.5%
14.3%

NA

12.3%
13.2%

13.3%
12.6%
11.9%
11.7%
12.3%

NA

11.5%

10.9%
10.6%
10.6%
11.1%

11.2%
10.8%
NA

7,0
8.4%
9.3%
9.2%
8.4%
8.2%
8.3%
NA

9.6%
10.2%

10.9%
10.9%
11.1%
10.2%
f 1.2%

NA

98
99
101

106
121

120
124
NA

111

116

113
107
105
104

106
NA

104
96,

90

9CS
99
100

94
NA

72
74
79

79
75
73
72
NA

87
90
93
93
98
91

97
. NA

4
BEST COPY .AVAILABLE

91

91

94

98

112

111

114

NA

104

109

106

100

99

97

99
NA

67

69
74

73

70
.68

67
NA

88
91

94

94

99

92

98

NA

68



TABLE 4 01 02 ENROL 03

SEVEN FACTORS Resident Attendance Student System Support

IN STATE Student Expansion Enrollment Index

SUPPORT OF Source High Ratio (01 x 12)

PUBLIC HIGHER School Grads
EDUCATION Annual

HISTORICAL HS grads FTE public FTE public

per students students

1,000 per HS per 1,000

pop.. Index grad Index pop. Index App Tuition Total

MARYLAND 1977-78 15.0 105 2.14 100 32.1 105 97.

1979 -80 14.7 106 2.15 98 31.6. 104 97

1980-81 14.5 107 2.20 96 31.9 102 97

1981-82 14.6 110 2.24 95 32.7 104 f 97

1982-83 14.5 111 2.29 95 33.1 106 97

1983-84 13.9 111 2.44 99 33.9 110 97

1984 -85 13.3 112 2.53 100 33.7 112 97

1985 -86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

MASSACHUSETTS 1977-78 14.4 101 1.45 68 21.0 68 97

1979-80 15.2 109 1.41 65 21.4 70 97

1980-81 16.4 121 1.36 59 22.3 71 97

1981-82 14.9 112 1.49 63 22.2 71 97

1982-83 14.8 114 1.46 61 21.6 69 97

1983 -84 14.4 115 1.60 65 23.0 75 97

1984-85 14.3 120 1.66 66 23.8 79 97

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

MICHIGAN 1977-78 16.3 115 2.00 93 32.7 107 104

1979-80 15.5 111 2.23 102 34.6 114 104

1980-81 14.7 108 2.41 105 35.5 114 104

1981-82 14.7 111 2.40 102 35.3 11S 104

4982-83 14.4 111 2.41 100 34.8 111 104

1983-84 13.8 110 2.51 102 34.6 113 104

1984-85 13.5 113 2.51 99 33.7 112 104

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

MINNESOTA 1977-78 18.3 128 1.99 92 36.3 118 106

1979-80 17.8 128 2.09 96 37.3 123 106

1980-81 17.4 128 2.27 99 39.5 126 106

1981-82 16.8 126 2.38 101 39.9 127 106

1982-83 J6.2 125 2.41 100 39.1 125 106

1983-84 15.2 122 2.50 102 38.1 124 106

1984-85 14.4 121 2.60 103 37.4 124 106

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

MISSISSIPPI 1977-78 12.1 85 2.87 133 34.6 113 93

1979-80 11.8 85 2.90 133 34.3 113 93

1980-81 12.6 93 2.69 117 34.0 109 93

1981-82 12.4 93 2.91 12$ 36.0 115 93

1982=83 12.6 97 2.86 119 35.9 115 93

1983-84 12.4 99 2.87 117 35.5 116 93

1984-85 11.9 100 2.97 118 35.2 117 93

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

97

97
97

97

97

97
97

NA

103

103

103

103

103

103

103

NA

103

103
103

103

103

103

103

NA

97

97

97

97

97

97

97

NA

RE2I CObI VAVIC 4131E

SYSTEM LOAD
System
Financial
Requirements
(ENROL x 13)

Pub students
load adJ
per 1,000
pop. Index

04 15
Tax Capacity Tax Effort

Dollars
per

capita Index Percent index

97 31.1 101 $719 100 112.4% 112

97 30.7 101 $825 100 106.1% 106

97 31.0 99 $857 99 109.3% 109

97 31.7 101 $941 99 108.6% 109

97 32.2 103 $1,009 98 107.4% 107

97 32.9 107 $1,106 99 106.2% 106

97 32.7 108 $1,169 99 107.8% 108

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

97 20.4 66 $669 93 136.3% 136

97 20.8 68 $767 93 142.4% 142

97 21.7 69 $810 93 144.4% 144

97 21.5 69 $914 96 134.5% 135

.97 20.9 67 $989 96 134.0% 134

97 22.3 73 $1,116 100 119.4% 119

97 23.0 77 11,193 101 118.7$ 119

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

104 54.1 111 $734 102 101.9% 102

104 36.0 118 $850 103 110.1% 11Q

104 36.9 118 $902 104 113.2% 113

104 36.8 117 $922 97 115.6% 116

104 36.2 116 $990 96 116.1% 116

104 36.0 117 $1,031 93 120.3% 120

104 35.1 117 $1,086 92 125.6% 126

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

106 38.4 125 $698 97 118.1% 118

106 39.5 130 $833 101 114.9% 115

106 41,9 134 $913 105 115.4% 113

106 42.3 135 $970 102 111.1% 111

106 41.5 132 $1,031 100 108.8% 109

06 40.4 132 $1,0§7 99 111.3% 111

106 39.6 132 $1,158 98 122.6% 123

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

94 32.5 106 71 92.2% 92

94 32.2 106 $578 70 93.6% 94

94 31.9 102 $607 70 96.5% 97

94 33.8 108 $659 69 96.5% 96

94 33.7 108 $737 72 94.6% 95

94 33.3 109 $786 71 92.4% 92

94 N, 33.1 110 $839 71 90.7% 91

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

At.
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE

SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

TAX
Tax Revenue
(04 x 05)

Dollars
per
capita Index

06
Allocation to
Public Higher
Education

APP
Appropriations
per Student
(TAX x 06/ENROL)

Relative
Education Education to system
ttotal) approp epprclp financial
as a percent of $ per load
tax revenue index student Index .Index

Relative
to tax
rev /cap

index

nr13L c6bA v,vrari
/7
Tuition
Factor

Res -Ag-Ned

percent of.

total approp
(S/capita)

Factor
value Index

MARYLAND 1977-78 $809 112 7.4% (9.1 84 $1,860 91 94 81 19.0% ($1401 1.39 109
1979-80 106 8.1% (10.0) 90 $2,235 92 95 87 19.1% ($M. 1.36 108
1980-81 1:73: 108 6.3% (10.5) 90 $2,430 95 98 88 20.8% ($20.4) 1.36 107
1981-82 $1,023 108 7.9$ (9.9) 87 $2,482 90 93 83. 19.7% ($19.9) 1.39 108
1982-83 11,084 105 8.3% (10.4) 96 $2,703 95 98 90. 20.3% ($22.8) 1.39 106
1983-84 $1,175 106 7.8% (9.7) 92 $2,709 88 91 83 19.5% ($22.2) 1.42 108
1984-85 $1,260 107 8.1% (10.0) 91 $3,033 87 90 82 19.0% ($23.9) 1:43 109
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

MASSACHUSETTS 1977-78 $912 127 6.2% (6.4) 71 $2,694 132 136 104 3.0% ($1.8) 1.18 93
1979-80 $1,093 132 6.4% (6.6) 71 $3,247 133 138 101 3.1% ($2.2) 1.19 94
1980 -81 $1,170 135 6.1% (6.3) 66 $3,199 125 129 93 3.5% ($2.6) 1.21 95
1981-82 $1,229 '130 6.1% (6.3) 66 $3,354 122 125 94 4.0% ($3.1) 1.23 96
1982-83 $1,325 129 5.7% (6.0) 66 $3,492 123 127 95 4.6% (13.6) 1.26 97
1983-84 $1,332 120 6.5% (6.8) 77 $3,783 123 127 102 4.2% ($3.8) 1.25 94
1984-85 $1,416 120 6.8% (7.1) 76 $4,034 116 120 97 4.4% ($4.4) 1.22 94
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

MICHIGAN 1977-78 $748 104 8.6% (9.7) 99, $1,968 96 92 92 11.3% ($8.2) 1.30 107
19 9-80 $935 113 8.6% (.9.8) 96 $2,327 96 92 84 12.61 ($11.6) 1.4 113
1 1 $1,021 118 7.4% (8.5) 80 $2,128 83 80 71 12.9% ($11.2) 1.53 120
1 1-82 $1,066 112 8.7% (9.8) 95 $2,614 95 91 84 11.9% ($12.5) 1.49 117
1982-83 $1,150 112 7.5% (8.6) 86 $2,467 87 83 78 12.9% ($12.7) 1.60 123
1983-84 $1,241 112 a 7.3$ (8.4) 86 $2,623 85 82 76 12.8% ($13.3) 1.62 123
1984-85 $1,364 116 7.4% (8.5) 84 $2,994 86 83 74 12.9% ($14.9) 1.56 120
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA MA NA NA NA

MINNESOTA 1977-78 $824 115 10.7% (12.3) 123 $2,434 119 112 104 12.6% ($12.7) 1.20 95
1979-80 $958 116 10.8% (12.3) 120 $2,771 114 107 98 12.5% ($14.7) 1.22 97
1980-81 $1,053 122 9.7$ (11.2) 105 $2,594 101 96 83 13.3% ($15.7) 1.25 98
1981-82 $1,078 114 10.8$ (12.3) 118 $2,909 105 99 93 12.8% ($17.1) 1.25 98
1982-83 $1,121 109 10.1% (11.7) 116 $2,888 102 96 93 14.0% ($18.3) 1.31 100
1983-84 $1,221 110 10.0% (11.6) 118 $3,210 104 98 95 13.6% ($19.2) 1.31 99
1984-85 $1,420 121 9.4% (10.9) 105 $3,553 102 97 85 14.0% ($21.6) 1.33 102
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 1%446

MISSISSIPPI 1977-78 $471 65 11.8% (16.0) 136 $1,612 79 85 120 26.0% ($19.6) 1.35 107
1979-80 A541 66 12.4% (17.0) 138 $1,954 80 86 123 27.2% ($25.0) 1.35 107
1980-81 586 68 12.5% (17.4) 135 $2,149

871

90 124 28.3% ($28.9) 1.35 106
1981-82 $636 67 12.1% (17.2) 133 $2,138 83 116 29.5% ($32.1) 1.35 106
1982-83 1 5698 68 11.6% (16.4) 134 32,258 79 85 117 29.3% ($33.6) 1.35 104
1983 -84 $726 65 12.5% (17.6) 146 $2,550 83 89 127 29.1% ($37.0) 1.36 103
1984-85 $761 65 12.1% (16.9) 136 $2.611 75 81 116 28.3% ($36.3) 1.38 106
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

au
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC NIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

MARYLAND

MASSACHUSETTS

MICHIGAN

r

MINNESOTA

MISSISSIPPI

TUITION
Estimated Tuition
per Student
APP (TUITION
FACTOR - 1.00)

Relative
to system
financial
loail

Index index

Dollars

student

1977-78 $717
1979 -80 .$800
1980 -81 $878
1901-82 $961
1982-83 $1,052
1983-84 $1,145
1984-83 $1,294
1985-86 NA

1977-78 $484
1979-80 $401
1980-81 $670
1981-82 $780
1982 -83 $921

1983-84 $928
1984-85 $902
1965-86 NA

1977-78 $704
1979-80 $982 '
1980-81 $1,136
1961-82 11,294
1962-83 $1,493
1983-84 $1,635
1984-85 $1,681
1985-86 NA

1977-78. $498
1979-80 ,6622
1960-81 $652
1981-82 $730
1982 -83 5890
1983-84 $996
1984-85 $1,169
1985-86 NA

1977-78 $567
1979-80 $679
1980-81 $744
1981-82 $758
1982-83 $798
1983-84 $921
1984-85 1991
1985-86 NA

131

125

121

124

121

116
123

NA

89
94
96
100

106

94
86
NA

137
130
130
129
126

121

128
NA

91

97
99
103
110
97
88
NA

129 125

154 149
162 157
166 161

172 167
166 161

159 4c
NA

91 89
97 95
93 90
94 91

103 100
101 98
III 108
NA NA

104 107
106 110

106 110

97 100

92 95
93 96
94 97
NA NA

Relative -

to personal,
disposable
Income/cap
index

OUTPUT
Appropriations
tt Est. Tuition
per Student
(APP + TUITION)

Education
apprcm +
tuition S/ .

student Index

Relative
to system
financial
load

index

INPUTS
Potential Tax
Revenues per
Student
(04/0102)

Dollars
per
student index

t

r!.ti si!',_PIrwr)F1-
0...C. tp,R;uSt ii

Relative
to system
financial
toad

Index

PROCESS
Collective
Financial
Actions
105464471

Relative
to system
flnancial
load

Percent Index index

123 $2;577 99 '102 $22,439 96 99 11.5% 104 107
120

120 4
$3,035 99
$3,308 101

102
105

$26,089
$26,850

96
97

99
100

11.6%
12.3%

103

105

106
108

116 $3,442 97 100 128,770 95 98 12.0% 102 105
115 $3,754'41101 104 $30,443 93 95 12.3% 109 113
109 $1,854 95 98 $32,653 90 93 11.8% 105 108
114 $4,327 96 99 $34,727 89 92 12.5% 108 111
NA NA NA NA

t`
NA NA NA NA NA

85 $3,178 122 126 $31,878 136 140 10.0% 90 93
91 $3,848 125 129 $35,847 132 136 10.7% 95 98
92 $3,869 119 122 $36,280 131 135 10.7% 91 93
95 $4,133 117 121 $41,204 136 141 10.0% 86 88

101 $4,413 119 123 $45,789 139. 144 9.6% 85 88
86 $4,712 116 119 $48,532 134 138 9.7% 86 89
76 $4,936 109 113 $50,219 129 132 9,8% 85 88
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

124 $2,672 103 99 $22,410 95 92 11.9% 108 104
145 $3,309 108 104 $24,583 91 87 13.5% 119 114
154 $3,263 100 96 $25,396 92 88 12.9% 109 105
161 $3,907 106 $26,101 86 83 15.0% 128 123
174 $3,960 107 103 $28,470 87 83 13.9% 123 119
171 $4,258 105 101 $29,825 82 79 14.3% 127 122
163 $4,675 103 99 $32,193 82 79 14.5$ 126 121
NA NA NA NA .NA NA NA NA NA NA

94 $2,933 113 107 ,$19,243 82 77 15.26 138 130
97 $3,393 110 100 $22,341 82 78 15.26 134 127
92 $3,246 99 $23,113 83 79 14.0% 119 113
93 $3,639 103 97 $24,316 80 76 15.0% 128 121

102 $3,778 102 96 $26,348 80 76 14.3% 127 120
101 $4,206 103 97 128,808 79 75 14.6% 130 123
111 $4,722 104 99 00,973 79 75 15.26 132 124
NA 1A NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

146 84 89 $14,766 63 67 14.8% 134 142
148 $2,633 86 91 $16,850 62 66 15.6% 138 147
148 $2,893 9 94 417,877 64 69 16.2% 138 146
138 $2,896 82 87 $18,318 61 65 15.6$ 135 144
131 $3,056 82 88 $20,542 62 66 14.9% 132 140
130 $3,471 85 91 $22,173 61 65 15.7% 139 148
132

NA
$3,602 80

NA NA
85
NA

$23,806
NA .

61

NA
65
NA 46

15.1%
NA

131

NA
139

NA
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TABLE 4-, /I 12 ENROL 13. SYSTEM LOAD 04 . 05
SEVEN FACTORS Resident Attendance Student System Support .System Tax Capacity Tax EffortIN STATE Student Expansion Enrollment index Financial
SUPPORT OF Source High Ratio (01 x 02) Requirements
PUBLIC HIGHER School Grads (ENROL x 03)
EDUCATION

1 Annual
HISTORICAL HS grads FIE public FTE public Pub students

per students students load adj Dollars
1,000 per HS per 1,000 -

per 1,000 per
pop. index grad index pop. Index App Tuition Total pop. Index

A
capita Index Percent index

MISSOURI

MONTANA

cn
La

1

NEBRASKA

NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE

7 4

1977 -78

1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

14.8
14.6
14.2
13.7
13.5

12.8
12.2
NA

104
105
104

103

104

103
102
NA

1.62

1.69
1.88
2.00
2.02
2.12
2.06

NA

75

78
82
85
84
86 w
82
NA

24.0
24.7
26.6
27.4
27.3
27.1

25.0
NA

78
81

85
87
87
88
83
NA

100
100
100
100
100.

100

100

NA

101

101

101

101

101

101

101

NA

100

100
100
100
100

100
100

NA

24.0
24.7
26.6
27.4
27.3
27.1

25.0
NA

78
81
85
87
87
88
83
NA

5683
$784
$842
1889
$948

$1,003
$1,057

NA

95
95
97
94
92
90
90
NA

82.6%

82.1%

81.2%
81.6%
86.5%

NA

8:180

::
81

82
87
NA

1977-78 16.5 116 1.96 91 32.2 105 104 101 103 33.2 108 $741 103 94.91 95
1979-80 15.9 114 1.99 91 31.6, 104 lOr 101 103 32.6 107 $891 108 87.9% 88
1980-81 16.0 117 2.09 91 35.3 107 104 101, 103 34.3 110 $982 113 87.5% 88
1981-82 16.0 121 2.15 91 34.5 110 104 101 103 35.5 113 $1,068 113 92.2% 921982-83 15.2 117 2.30 95 35.0 112 104 101 103 36.1 115 $1,168 113 92.4% '92
1983-84 13.8 110 2.61 106 35.9 117 104 101 103 37.0 121 $1,221 110 97.2% 97
1984 -85 12.5 105 2.48 98 31.0 103 104 101 103 32.0 106 $1,300 111 90.0% 90
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

1977-78 16.6 116 1.89 88 .31.3 102 108 115 110 34.4 112 $727 101 90.7% 91
1979-80 15.9 114 1.98 91 31.4 103 108 115 110 34.6 114 $817 99 93.4% 93
1980-81 15.2 112 2.15 94 32.7 105 108 115 110 36.0 115 $863 100 "97.6% 98
1981-82 14.9 112 2.20 93 .32.8 104 108N 115 110 36.0 115 $920 97 102.2% 102
1982 -83 13.6 105 2.55 106 34.7 111 108 115 110 38.2 122 $997 97 94.8% 95.
1983 -84 12.6 101 2.70 110 34.1 III 108 115 110 37.5 122 $1,977 97 93.5% 93
1984-85 12.1 102 2.78 110. 33.7 112 108 115 110 37.1 123 $1,144 97 98.2% 98
1985-86 NA KA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

,

MA NA NA
,

1977-78 12.8 2.17 101 27.8 91 91 83 89 24.7 81 $1,093 152 70.7% 71
1979-80 11.9 86 2.25 103 26,9 89 91 .83 89 24.0 79 $1,271 154 60.9% 61
1980 -81 11.5 84 2.40 104 27.5 88 91 83 .89 24.5 ' 78 $1,330 154 65.2% 65
1981-82 11.6 88 2.33 98 27.0 86 91 83 89 24.0 77 $1,454 153 59.5% 601982-83 11.4 87 2.42 101 27.5 88 91 83 89 24.5 78 $1,523 148 61.6% - 62
1983-84 10.7 85 2.43 99 25.9 85 91 83 89 23.1 75 $1,672 150 62.8% 63
1984 -85 19.2 86 2.46 97 -25.1 84 91 83 89 22.4 74 $1,792 152 59.01 59
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

1977-78 15.1 106 1.53 71 23.1 75 110 123 113 26.1 85 $734 102 75.6% 76
1979-80 14.3 103 1.52 70 21.7 71 110 123 113 24.5 81 $817 99 74.3% 74
1980-81 15.6 115 1.39 60 21.7 69 110 V 113 24.5 78 5835 96 78.31 78
1981-82 15.2. 114 1.48 63 22.4 71 110 1 113 25.4 81 $915 96 75.0% 75
1982-83 14.6 113 1.51 63 22.0 70 110 123 113 24.9 80 5982 95 73.9% 74
1983-84 14.6 1(7 1.51 62 22.0 72 110 123 113 24.9 81 $1,109 100 74.9% 75
1984-85 14.4 121 1.55 61 22.4 74 110 123' 113 25.3 84 $1,169 99 76.2% 76
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Ni NA NA NA NA NA NA

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 75



TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

TAX

Tax Revenue
(#4 x #5)

Dollars
per

capita index

#6
Allocation to
PublIc Higher
Education

Education
ctotal) approp

a percent of
tax revenue Indew

APR
AppropriatIons
per Student
(TAX x 16/ENROL)

Education
approp
$ per

student Index

Relative
to system Relative
financial to tax
load rev/cap
Index Index

w.

Res -Ag -Med

percent of
total approp
(1/capita)

07
Tuition
Factor

Factor
value Index

MISSOURI 1977-78 $565 79 8.7% (9.8) 100 $2,047 100 1 100 127 10.9% ($6.0) 1.31 103
1979-80 $624 76 9.5% (10.7) 106 $2,406 99 99 131'4 10.6% ($7.0) 1.28 101
1980-81 $691 80 9.5% (10.6) 102 $2,454 96 96 120 10.5% ($7.7) 1.28 101
1981-82 $743 78 8.5% (9.5) 94 $2,313 84 84 107 10.3% ($7.3) 1.34 105
1982 -83 $770 75 8.7% (9.7) 100 $2,446 86 86 115 10.4% 1.40 107
1983-84 $819 74 8.3% (9.3) 98 $2,512 81 81 10.2% ($7.8) 1,43 108
1984-85 $915 78 8.1% (9.0) 91 $2,959 85 85 110 10.4% ($8.6) 1.40 107
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

MONTANA 1977-78 $703 98 9.0% (10.0) 104 $1,970 96 93 98 9.6% ($6.7) 1.28 101
1979-80 $784 95 9.1% (10.0) 101 $2,246 92 89 97 9.6% ($7.5) 1.25 99
1980-81 $859 99 9.0% (10.0) 97 $2,321 91 87 91 9.6% ($8.2) 1.24 98
1981-82 $984 104 10.0% (11.0) 109 $2,848 103 99 100 9.6% ($10.4) 1.19 93
1982-83 $1,079 105 10.3% (11.4) 119 S3,170 112 107 106 9.6% ($11.7) 1.18 90

vi
4.N

1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

$1,186
$1,170

NA

107

99
NA

10.0%
10.2%

NA

(11.1)

(11.3)

NA

118
115

NA

$3,310
..'1&3,841

NA

107

NA

103

107

PIA

101

111

NA

9.6%
9.6%
NA

($12.6)
($12.6)(.

1.21

1.21

NA

92
93
NA

'

NEBRASKA 1977-78 $659 92 8.8% (14.6) 101 $1,848 90 g4 98 39.9% ($38.5) 1.34 106
1979-80 $763 93 8.7% (14.91 98 $2,125 87 81 94 41.2% ($46.8) 1.34 106
1980-81 $843 97 8.9% (14.9) 97 $2,300 90 83 92 40.2% 1.34 105
1981-82 $940 99 8.7% (14.5) 95 $2,493 90 84 111 39.9% (:;:1)) 1.35 106
1982-83 $945 92 8.8% (14.8) 101 12,385 84 78 91 40.6% ($56.6) 1.39 106
1983-84 $1,007 91 8.5% (14.53 100 $2,522 82 76 90 40.9% ($59.5) 1.39 106
1984-85 $1,124 96 7.9% (13.4) 90 $2,646 76 71 80 40.7% ($61.2) 1.38 106
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

NEVADA 1977-78 $773 108 8.1% (9.1) 93 $2,248 110 121 102 11.2% ($7.9) 1.29 102
1979-80 $773 94 9.1% 410.5) 101 $2,608 107 118 114 13.4% ($10.8) 1.27 100
1980-81 $867 100 8.2% (9.7) 89 $2,602 102 112 102 14.7% ($12.3) '$ 1.25 98
1981-82 $865 91 8.4% (9.8) 92 $2,698 98 107 107 14.3% ($12.1) 1.30 101
1982-83 $938 91 7.7% (9.1) 89 $2,622 92 101 101 15.3%

I-
($13.0) 1.33 102

1983-84 $1,050 '94 7.1% i8.2) 84 $2,880 93 103 99 13.1% ($11.3) 1.37 104
1984-85
1985-86

$1,057
NA

90
NA

4, 7.3%
NA

(8.3)

NA
82
NA

$3,058
NA

88
NA

97

NA
98
NA

12.8%

NA
(Wet) 1.36

NA

104

NA

NEW HAMPSHIRE 1977-78 $555 77 5.6% (5.9) 64 $1,343 66 60 85 4.4% ($1.4) 2.16 170
1979-80 $607 74 5.2% (5.5) 58 $1,463 60 55 82 4.7% ($1.6) 2.19 173
1980-81 $654 75 5.3% (5;5), 57 $1,591 62 56 82 4.3% ($1.5) 2.26 177
1981..82 $681 72 6.0% (6.2) 65 $1,825 66 60 91 3.8% ($1.6) 2.36 184
1982-83 $725 70 5.0% (5.2) 57 $1,633 57 52 82 4.3% ($1.6) 2.63 202
1983-84 $831 75 4.9% (5.2) 57 $1,842 60 54 80 6.3% ($2.7) 2.56 194
1984-85 $891 76 4.7% (5.0) 53 $1,856 54 49 71 6.6% ($2.9) 2.53 194
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA Pe NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

a

MISSOURI

MONTANA

14EBRASKA

NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE

1977-78
1979 -80

1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985 -86

1977-78

1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-W

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

TUITION
Estimated Tuition
per Student
APP CTUITION
FACTOR - 1.00)

Relative
to system

Dollars financial
per., load
student Index index

$634 116
$662 104

5697 99
$798 103
$977 113

51,077 109
$1,178 112

NA NA

$548 100 99

115
103
98
102

112
108

NA

$564 88 88
$563 80 80
$552 71 70
$555 64 63
$689 '70 69
$820 78 77
NA NA NA

$633 116

$728 114
$786 112
$880 113
$927 107
$991 100

$1,006 95
NA NA

$662
$697

$661

$803
$861

$1,059
$1,098

NA

$1,553
$1,741

$2,005
$2,481
$2,666
$2,880
$2,836

NA

121

109
94
103

. 99
107
104

NA

284
273
286
319
308
292
269
NA

101

99
98
98
93
87
83
NA

146
131

114
124
120
129
125

NA

231

222
233
259
250
237
219
NA

Relative
to personal
disposable
income/cap
index

124
110
104
110

120
118
119
NA,

110

96
91

80
71

79
90
NA

117
117

114
121

105
103
100

NA

111

95
83
91

89
100
97
NA

299
285
296
324
310
283
254
NA

is bA vitvirvBrE

OUTPUT
Appropriations

Est. Tuition
per Student
(APP + TUITION)

Relative
Education to system
OpprOp + financial
tuition I/ load

student Index Index

$2,680
$3,068
$3,151
$3,111
$3,423
$3,589
$4,137

NA

$2,518
$2,810
$2,884
$3,400
$3,725
$4,000
$4,662

NA

$2,481
$2,852
$3,086
$3,373
$3,313
$3,514

$3,652
NA

$2,910
$3,305
$3,263
$3,500
$3,483
$3,939
$4,156

NA

$2,896
$3,204
$3,595
$4,306
$4,299
$4,722

$4,692
NA

103

100

97

88
92
88
91 91
NA NA

103
100
97
88
92
88

INPUTS

Potential Tax
Revenues per
Student
(04/11,42)

Dollars
per
student Index

$28,492
$31,699
$31,625
$32,424
$34,720
$36,979
$42,237

NA

97 94 $22,987
91 89
88 ^

$28,172.
e 86

96 93 g:::::
100 97 $33,361
98 95 $33,988
103 100
NA NA

$41,885
NA

96 87 $23,211
93 84 $26,003
95 86 $26,402
95 87 $28,071
89 81 $28,690
86 78 531,587

'81 73 $33,900
NA NA \ NA

112 126 $39,361
108 121 $47,178
100 112 $48,416
99 111 $53,842
94 105 $55,410
97 109 $64,479
92 103 $71,285
NA NA NA

112 99 $31,748
104 92 137,620
110 98 $38,439
122 108 $40,494
116 103 544,538
116 103 550,344
104 92 552,283
NA NA NA

121

117

114
107
106
102
108
NA

98
104
106
102
101

94
107

NA

96
95
93
87
87
87

168
174
175
178
169
178
182
NA

135
139
159
135
135

139
134

NA

PROCESS
Collective
Financial
Actions

(f5x0607)
Relative
to system
financial
load
index Percent Index

Relative
to system
financial
load
Index

121 p.4% 85 85
117 9.7% 86 86
114 10.0% 85 85
107 9.6% 82 82
106 9.9% 87 87
102 9.7% 86 86
108 9.8% 85 85
NA NA NA NA

95 11.0% 99' 96
101 10.0% 88 86
103 9.8% 83 81
100 11.0% 94 91
99 11.2% 99 96
91 11.85 105 102

104 11:ii 96 93
NA W NA NA

90. 10.7% 97 88
87 11.0% 97 88
87 7 11.7$ 99 90
84 12.0% 103 93
79 11.5% 102 93
79 11.1% 99 N80
79 10.8% 93 85
NA NA NA NA

188 7.4% 67 75
195 7.05 62 70
196 6.7% 57 64
200 6.5$ 56, 62
189 6.3% 56 63
200 6.1% 54 61

205 5.8% 50 57
NA NA NA NA

120 9.1% 83 73
123 8.5% 75 67
123 9.45 79 70
119 10.65 90 80
120 9.75 86 76
123 9.4% 84 74
118 9.0% 78 69
NA NA NA NA

BEST COPY AVAILikBLE
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS

, IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HIS

NEW,JERSEY

1 q

4 0 - 02
Resident Attendance
Student Expansion

' Source High Ratio
School Grads

1977-78
'1979-80
1980 -81

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

NEW MEXICO 1977-78
1979-80

1 1

ul
as ..1

NEM YORK 1977-78
1979-80
1980 181

1981-82
1982-83
p993-84
1984-85
1985 -8?"

NORTH CAROLINA 4,19477-78

1979-80
Isao-al

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85

1985-86

NORTH DAKOTA 1977-78
1979-80
1980-81

1981-82
1982-83

14.

1983-84

1984-85
1985-86

a

HS %rads
per
1,000
pop. Index

ENROL .

Student
Enrollment
411 x 02),

Annual
FTE public FTE public
students students'
per HS per 1,000
grad Index pop. Index

03
System Support
Index

App Tuition Total

15.1 106 1.49 69 22.5 73 94
15.1 108 1.54 71 23.3 77 96
14.8 108 1.59 69 23.4 75 96
14.7 111 1.58 67 23.3 74 96

*14.6 112 1.57 65 22.8 73 96
14.0 112 T.58 64 22.2 72 96
13.3 112 a 1.66 66 22.1 74 96
NA ?4A .NA Nfre. NA NA NA

15.9 111 2.30 107 36.61 120 115
15.8 114 2.20 101 34.8 114 115
45.3 112 2.29 100 35.0 112 115
14.6 110 2.41 102 35.3 112 115
14.1 108 2.53 I 35.7 114, 115
13.0 404 2.71 0 35.1 114 115
2.1 102 . 2.84 112 34.4 114 115
NA NA NA NA' NA NA

13.5 95 .77 82 23.9 78 92
13.6 94 1.78 81 124.1 79 92
13.8 102 1.78 78 24.7 79 92
13.5 -102 1.84 78 25.0 80 '92

13.1 101 1.91 79 25.1 80 92
13.0 104 1.94 79 25.2- 82 92
11.7 98 2.10 83 24.4 81 92
NA NA NA- ' NA NA , NA NA

13.3 93 2.59 121 34.4 112 102
13.1 94 2.65 121 34.8, 114 102
12.7 93 2.86 125 36.3 116 102
12.4 93 2.98 126 36.9 118 102
12.4 96 3.02 12f 37.5 120 102

11.9 95 3.28 734 39,0 127 102
11.4 , 96 3.36 1-33 38.4 128 102
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

18.2 128 2.20 102 40.0 96
17.3 124 ?.29 105 '39. 130 96
16.6 122 2.48 108 41.1 132 96
16.3 123 2.65 ,, 112 43.3 138 96
15.7 120 2.80 116 43.9 140 96
14.3 114 3.16 129 45.2 147 96
13.4 10 3.27 .130 43.9 146 96
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

95
95

95
95
95
95
95

NA

129, 119.

129 119
129 119
129 119
129 119

129 119
129' 119

NA NA

89' 92
89 92
89 92
89 92

41
92
92

89 . 92
NA NA

100 102

100 102

100 102

100 102
100 102

100 102
100 102

NA NA

100 9"1

100' 97
100 97
'100 97
100 . 97

TOO 97
100 97
NA NA

f` I
.

1

SYSTEM LOAD 04 . 05
System Tax Capacity Tek Effort
Financial .

Requirements
(ENROL x 03)

Pub students

1040 adi
per 1,000
pop. Index

Dollars
per

capita Index Percent Index

21.6 70
.

$755 105 104.9% 105
22.4 74 $850 103 114.4% 114
22.5 72 $886 102 117.7% 118
22.3, 71 $998 105 112.0% 112 '

21.9 70 $1,078 105 111.7% 112 .1.

' 21.3 69 $1,174 106 112.8% 113
21.3 71 $1,257 107 114.6% 115

NA NA NA NA NA NA

4346 142 $705 98 82.9% 83
41.4 136 $842 102 83.0% 83
41.7 133 9 $894 103 85.0% 85

'42.0 134 $1,015 107 83.1% 83
42.4 136 $1,169 114 89.1% 89
41.8 136 $1,273 114 82.5% '02
41.0 136 $1,358 115 74.3% 74

NA NA NA NA NA NA

4
22.0 72 $676 - 94 169.6% 170
1(2.2 73 $752 91 167.9% 168
22.7 73 $772 89 171.0% 171

23.0 73 $857 90 167.4$ 167
23.1 74 $916 89 171.0% 171

23.2 76 $1,022 92 169.9% 170
'22.5 75 q $1,080 92- 168.9% 169

NA. NA NA NA NA NA

35.0 114 $597 83 86.4% 86
35.5 117 $677 82 86.5% 86

37.0 118 $708 82 90.9% 91

37.7 120 $754- 80 96.9% 97

38.3 122 $819 80 95.3% 95
130 $906 81 934.7% 94

9.2 130 $956 81 93.8% 94

NA NA NA NA NA NA

1

38.8 127
A

$705 98 94.3% 94
38.4 126 $842 102 82.2% 82
39.9 128 $941. 109 77.7% 78

42.0 134 $1,028 108 78.8% 79
42.5 136 $1,271 ' 123

,

74.0% 74

43.9 143 $1,276 115 82.6% 83
42.6 141 $1,325 113 80.4% 80

NA NA NA NA NA NA

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



TABLE 4 ,

SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
flEtIC NIGHER
EDUCATION
1415TORICAL

I

TAX

Tax Revenue
(04 x 05)

06
Allocation to
Public Higher
Education

APP
AppropriatIons
per Student
(TAX x 06/ENROL)

17
Tuition
Factor

Dollars
per
capita Index

EdutatIon
(total) approp
as a percent of
tag revenue index

Relative
Education to system

approp financial
$ per load

student Index Index

NEW JERSEY

NEW MEXICO

NEW VOW(

NORTH CAR(XINA

NORTH DAKOTA

....,

1977-78

1979-80
1980-81

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980 -81

1981-82
1982-83
198344
1984-85

1985-86

1977-78
1979-80

1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85

1985-86

1977-78

1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83.

1984L85

1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984 -85

1985-86

5792
5972

11,043
11,118
11,204
11,325
$1,441

NA

$585
1699
1760
$645

$1;041.

11,050
- 51,009

NA

$1,147
$1,262
11,320
11,434
11,567
$1,737
11,825

NA

$516

$585

5644
$731

$780

1897
NA,

1665
$692
$731

1809
1941

11,055.

51,065
NA

110

118
120

118

117

119

122
NA

81

85
88
89
101

94
86
NA

159,
153
152
151

.152

156
155
NA

72
71

74
77
76

76
NA

92
84
84

85
91

95
91

NA

, 1

6.5%
6.0%
6.0%
6.2%
6.0%
6.0%
6.2%
NA

13.2%
13.3%

14.1%

14.3%
12.3%
12.1%
14.0%

MA

5.3%
5.8%
6.0%.

6.1%
6.00.
6.4%
6.7%
NA

11.0%
11,8%
12.1%
11.8%

'11.7%

13.7$
NA

11.6%

12.9%
12.9%

15.3%
13.0%
11.3%

11.5%
NA

(7.6)

(7.2)

(7.4)
(7.3)

(7.3)

(7.5)

NA

(15.2)

(15.3)
(16.3)
(16.6)

(14.4)
(14.7)

(16.9)
NA

(6.1)

(6.8)

(7.0)

(7.1)

(6.9)

(7.3),
(7.7)

NA

(14.1)

(15.2)
(15.5)
(15.1)
(15.0)

(1

NA

(14.4)
(16.5)
(16.5)

(19.6)
(16.9)
(15.2)
(15.5)

NA

.75
67

64
68
69
70

70

NA

)51
148
153

157

142

142

158,

NA

61

65
65
66
70

76
76

NA'

126

152
131

129
155
132
155

NA

133
144

139
167

150

133

130
NA

'

-

r

$2,292
52,488
$2,652
12,967
$3,175
13,576'

54,051
NA

$2,108
$2,664
13,066
$3,416
13,590
$3,620
$4,111

NA

12,554
$3,040
$3,210

13,483
13767
$4,430
$5,0:

51,648
$1,992
$2,145
$2,328
12,428

$2,435
3,207

NA

-)

$1,954
12,257
$2,289
$2,853
$2,782
(2,634
52,801

NA

112

102

104
108

112

116
117

NA

103
109
120
124

126

117

119
NA

124

125
125

126
132
144

1:41

80
82
84
84
85
79
93
NA

, 94
93
89
103
98
85
81

NA

)

Relative
to tax
rev/cap
Index

Res -Ag-Ned.

percent of
total approp
(1 /capita)

102117

87

14.7% t$8.9)
107

108 86
37.2% (512.1)

91

11.3$ ($13.0)

112 17.1% ($14.2)

95116 17.9% ($15.8)
17.5% ,($16.8)121 97

95 17.2% ($18.6)122

Factor
value Index

1.29 102

1.28 101

1.30 102

1.31 102

1.33 102
1.38 104

1.34 103

NA NA NA NA NA NA

. 90
129

12.9% ($11.5)127 1.18 93

136

13.2% (514.1) 1.17 93 .95

104 .
13.6% (116.9) 1.16 91

139108
125

13.6% ($19.0)

110
124

14.7, ($22.1)
17.6% ($27.2)102

1.15 90
1.15 88
1.15 87

1983-84 ...,---1848

138 16.9% ($28.7)103 1.14 88

NA NA NA NA NA NA
,

78 12.8$ ($8.9)135
.82

1.24 98

136
82

14.9% ($12.9) 1.22 96

84

14.8% (113.7). 1.22
12 :t51

136

87

14.8% ($15.2)137

144
92

13.0% ($14.2) 1.21 93

93

(114.4) 1.21 91156
1:741

1A

12.6% ($17.6) 1.19
NA

79 112

115 ;221 114:17 1.20 95)1

1.23 97

80
82 113 22.2% (122.2) 1.19 95
83. 110

113

22.1% (124.5) 1.19 93

22.2% ($26.0)
1:1:

. 84
104 90 277 22.2% (127.1)

121 22.5% 1135.8)
NA NA 'NA

1.16 8991

NA
,

1.28 10198
1.30 10397

93 106

121 ;912.11 (4;111:.ii.

21.7% ($24.7)
1.32 103

1.32 103

102

111

107

108

NA
:35::: :::::::

1.33 102102

69

89

25.5$ ($40.9)90

84

NA 1.:7A 12
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TABLE 4 TUITION OUTPUT INPUTSSEVEN FACTORS Estimated Tuition Appropriations Potential TaxIN STATE per Student Est. Tuition Revenues perSUPPORT OF APP(TUITION - per Student StudentPUBLIC HIGHER FACTOR - 1.00) (APP + TUITION) (04/4142)EDUCATION Relative Relative Relative RelativeHISTORICAL
.

to system to personal EducatIon to system to system
Dollars ' financial disposable approp financial Dollars financial
per load Income/cap tuition $1 load per load
student Index index Index student Index Index student Index Index

dit
NEW JERSEY 1977-78 $671 123 129

1979-80 $693 109 114
1980-81 $802 114 120
1981-82 $907 117 123
1982-83 $1,062 123 129
1983-84 $1,343 136 143
1984-85 $1,374 130 137
1985-86 NA NA NA

NEN MEXICO 1977-78 $381 TO 54
1979-80 $455 71 55
1980-81 4495 71 55
1981-82 $525 68 52
1982-83 $534 62 48
1983-84 $542 55, .43

1984-85 $390
56

43
1985,-86 NA Nil NA

NEW YORK 1977-78 $610 112 125
1979-80 $663 104 117
1980-81 $714 102 114
1981-8244 $755 97 109

198
$802
$909

92
'92

104

104
1984- 5 $952 90 101
1985-86 NA NA NA

NORTH CAROLINA 1977-78 $387 71 71

1979-80 $392 61 61
1980-81 $406 58 58
1981-82 $445 57 57
1982-83 $464 54 54
1983-84 $462 47 4/
1984-85 $507 48 48
1985-86 NA NA NA

NORTH DAKOTA 1977-78 $547 100 100
1979-80 $683 107 107
mo-al $727 104 104
1981-82 $918 118 118
1982 -83 $904 104 ,J04
1983-84 $975 99 99
1984-85 $1,039 98 98
1985-86 NA NA NNA

.3

105

95
101

101

106

115
108

NA

82
84
82
78
72
65
67

imr-NA

103

99,98

92
89
87
84

NA

83
13

70

69

65
56
57

NA

105

no
108
127

100

97
94

NA

PROCESS
Collective
Financial
Actions
(0506x/7)

Relative
to system
financial
load

ndsx Index

$2,962 114 119 $33,619 143 149 8.8% 80 83
$3,182 104 108 $36,481 134 140 77 80
$3,454 106 110 $37,855 137 142 9.1% 78 81
$3,874 110 114 $42,923 142 148 77 80
$4,237 114 119 $47,313 144 150 79 83
$4,919 121 126 $52,968 146 152 9.3% 83 86
$5,423 120 125 $56,782 145 151 9.6% 83 86

NA NA NA ,NA NA NA NA NA NA

4. $2,490 96 81 $19,243 82 69 12.9% 117 98
$3,119 102 85 $24,221 89 75 12.9% 114 96
$3,561 109 92 $25,542 92 77 13.9% 118 100
$3,941 111 94 $28,736 95 80 13.7% 117 98
$4,124 Ill 93 $32,796 100 84 12.6% 111 94
$4,162 102 86 $36,265 100 84 11.5% 102 86
$4,701 104 87 $39,466 101 85 11.9% 103 87

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

$3,144 121 132 $28,293 121 131 11.1% 101 109
$3,704 121 131 $31,119 115 125 11.9% 105 114
$3,923 120 131 $31,315 113 123 12.5% 106 116
$4,237 120 130 $34,294 114 123 12.4% 106 115

° $4,569 123 134 $36,508 111 1 12.5% 121
$5,339 131 143 $40,560 112 1 13.2% 117 127
$5,960 132 143 $44,247 113 1 13.1% 116 127

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

$2,035 78 77 $17,381 74 73 11.7% 106 104
$2,384 8 76 $19,459 72 70 12.3% 108 106
$2,551 7: 77 $19,501 70 69 13.1$ 111 109
$2,773 7 77 $20,427 68 66 13.6% 116 114
$2,893 78 76 $21,810 66 65 13.3% 118 115
$2,898 71 70 $23,206 64 63 12.5% 111 109
$3,715 82 81 $24,877 64 62 14.9% 129 127

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

$2,481 96 $17,627 75 77 14.1% 127 131
$2,940 96 $21,255 78 8; 13.8% 122 126
$3,017 92 .9 $22,876 83 85 13.2% 112 116
$3,771 107 110 $23,731 79 81 15.9% 136 140
$3,687 99 102 $28,965 88 91 12.7% 113 116
$3,610 89 91 $28,214 78 80 12.8% 114 117
$3,840 85 88 $30,190 77 80 12.7% 110 113

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
pumic HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

OHIO 1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983 -84

1984-85
1985-86

OKLAHOMA 1977-78
1979-80
1980 -81

1
'1981-82
1982-83

cn
1983-84

UD 1984-85
1985-86

1

OREGON 1977-78
1979-80
1980-81

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84

rl 02
Resident Attendance
Student Expansion
Source High Ratio
School Grads

or

ENROL 13 SYSTEM LOAD .04
Student System Support System Tax Capacity
Enrollment . Index Financial
(fi x 121 Requirements

Annual
HS grads FTE public FTE public
per , students students
1,000 per HS per 1,000
pop. Index grad Index pop. Index

(ENROL x 031

Pub students
load adj
per 1:000

App Tuition Total pop. Index

16.1

15.5
15.5

14.8

14.8
14.4
14.2
NA

13.7

13.5
13.2

12.8
12.4
11.5
10.7

NA

113

42-
if
112
114

116

120
NA

96
97
97
96
95
92
90
NA

1.54

1.59

1.66

1.78
1.80
1.88

1.86
NA

2.70
2.64
2.76
2.81

2.94
3.10
3.08

NA

72

75
72

75

75
76
73
'NA

126

121

120

119
122

126
122

NA

24.8
24.7
25.7
26.5
26.6
27.1
26.4

NA

36.9
35.6
36.5
36.0
36.4
35.6
33.0

NA

81

81

82
84
85
88
88
NA

120

117

117

115
116

116
110
NA

108
108

1108

108
108

108
108
NA

105-
105
105
105

105

105

105
NA

117
117
117

117
117

117
117

NA

111

111

111

111

111

ril

111
NA

110

110

110

110

110

110
110

NA

107

107
107

107

107

107

107

NA

13.3 93

12.6 91

12.1 89
11.7 88
11.4
11.1' ::

3.00 140 39.9 130

3.06 140 38.6 127

3.21 140 39.0 125

3.22 136 37.7 120

3.18 132 36.3 116

3.16 129 35.0 114

1984-85 10.8 91 3.16 125 A4.3 114

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA

PENNSYLVANIA 1977-78
1979-80
1980-81

1981-82
1982-83

1985-86

1981-82
1982-53
1983- 4

1979-80
1980-81

RHODE ISLAND . 1977-78

1984-85

85 .

15.4 108

15.3 110

14.4 106

14.2 107

14.1 109

NA NA

13.6 95

13.9, 100

13.6 100

13.5 102
13.3 103

13.0 104

12.7 102

1.35 iS 20.7 68
1.34 61 20.5 67
1.45 63 20.0 67
1.50 64 21.4 68

701.55 64

NAB NA NA NA

2.04 83 26.6 87

2.04 86
2.07 84

1.93 88
96 85

26.9 89

27.7 88
27.0 86

1 26.6 85

1.96 91 26.7 87

2.15 . 85 26.2 87

1985-86 NA NA NA NAA NA NA

27.3 89
27.1 89
28.3 90
29.1 93
29.3° 94
29.8 97
29.1 97

Mk NA

39.5 129

39.1 1Z5
38.1 125

38.5 123
38.9 124
38.1 124

NA NA
c

Dollars
per
capita.

fie

index

$734 102

$843 102
$873 101

$920 97
$972 94

$1,015 91

$1,063 90
NA MA

° $748 104;

$937 108/
$875 106

$1,106 117

:11:3410; 1276

$1,4754 125

NA NA

1983-84 15.5 108 1.60 65
22.9 76N72 105 105 105 -41

21.6 -170 105 105 105,_ 22.6 74

14316

1984-85 12.9 109 1.68 67 21.

103

,103
103

103

103
103

103
NA

105

105

105

105

105

104

104
104

104
104

104 ,

104
' NA

105

105
105
105
105

103

103

103

103

103

103

103

NA

105

105

105

105
105

41.1

39.8
40.2
38.8
37.4
36.0
35.3

NA

21.8
21.5
21.8
22.5
23.0

134
131

129
124
119
117
117

NA

71

pi!
70

72'

73

1734
$866
$922
$979

$1,019
$1,092
$1,158

NA

$698
$793
5806

1880

102

105
106
103

99
98
98

. NA

97

96

93
93

.NA NA NA NA NA
$1,0p349A

105 112 107 28.6 93 . $626

105 112' 107 28.8 95 $701

105 112 107 28.5 91 1727

105 112 107 29.6 94 $796

105 112 107 28.9 92 1827
105 112 101 28.5 93 $903
105 112 107 28.1 93 $957

NA NA A NA NA NA

NA

85

FS

84

87

80
8J

81

NA

15
Tax Effort

Percent index

79.4% 79

81.5% 82
86.2% 86
86.7% 87

88.7% 89
94.4% 94

'102.4% 102
NA NA

69.4%
70.5%
74.0%

70

74

::"
72.6% 73

78.3% 78

- 73.4% 73
NA NA

94.1% 94
89.5%, 89
92.6%: 93,
93.3%., 93

101.2% 401 111
95.1% 95
97.9% 98

NA NA

97.8% 98
100.5% 101

1105.4% 105

103.8% 104

104.8% 105

106.0% 106

106.2% 106

NA NA

110.8% 111

109.9% 110
121.0% 121

12.3.4 'j23
pfo.q$ 130
3 .7% 133

134.6% 135

NA NA

;
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EPUCAT1ON
014STORICAL

01410

OKLAHOMA

OREGON

PENNSYLVANIA

4

TAX 16 APP 07
Tax Revenue Allocation to Appropriations Tuition
(04 x 55) Public Higher per Student Factor

Education (TAX x 06/EMROL)

Dollars
per
capita Index

1977-78 $582 81

1979-80 $687 83
1980-81 $752 87
1981-82 $796 84
1902-83 $862 84
1963-84 $958 86
1984-85 $1,088 92
1985-86 NA NA

1977-78 $519 72
1979-80 $617 75
1980-81 $693 80
1981-82 '$791 83
1982-83 $952 92
183-84 51,101 99
1984-85 $1,082 92
1985-86 NA NA

1977-78 $691 96
1919;-80,, $774 94
1980-181 $854 99
1961-82 - $914 96
.1982-83 $1,031 100
1983-84 51,039 93
1984-85 51,134 96
1985-86 NA NA

19177-78 $682 95
1979-80 $797 97 4
1980-81 $850 98
1981 -82 $913 96
1982-83 $975 95
1983-84 f$1,045 94
1984-85 11,103 94
1965-86 NA NA

RHODE ISLAND 1927-78 $693
1979-80 $771

1980-81 $880
1981-82 $980
19E12-83 41,075
1983-84 11,198
1984-85 $1,288'
1985-86 NA

96
93
102

103
104

108
1.10

NA

Education
(total) approp
as percent of
tam menu*

7.4%
7.6%

7.4%
7.2%
6.8%
7.2%
6.9%
NA

10.2%

.10.8$
11.0%

11.31
11.0%
8.6%
'8.6%

NA

10.9%
10.8%
9.4%
9.9%
8.3%
9.7%
9.3%
NA

6.8%
6.6%
6.3%
6.6%
6.5%
6.3%
6.5%
NA

9.1%
8.7%
8.4%
8.3%
7.91
7.8%
NA

(8.8)
(9.0)

(8.9)
(8.6)
(8.2)
(8.6)
(8.3)

NA

(12.1)
(13.0)
(13.4)
(13.8)
(13.4)
(10.3)
(10.4)

NA

(13.7)
(13.6)
(11.9)
(12.5)
(10.6)
(12.2)
(11,71

NA

17.3)
(7.1)

(6.7)
(7.0)
(7.0)
(6.8)
(7.0)

NA

(9.3)
(9.3)
(8.9)
(8.6)
(8.5)
(8.0)

(a.o)
NA

Education
approp
$ per

Indian, student Indira

as 11,750 , 85
as $2,112 87
ea $2,177 85

Relat1ve
to system
financial
load

Indem

79
80
79

Relative
to tam
rev/cap
lode(

106
104
98

Res-ArMed
percent of
total approp
(I/capita)

15.6% ($6.0)
16.1% ($10.0)
16.2% ($10.8)

Factor
value Index

1.60 126
1.59 126
1.64 129

79 $2,166 79 73 93 16.4$ ($11.3) 1.65 128
79 $2,207 78 72 93 16.8% ($11.9) 1:84 126
84 $2,530 82 . 76 95 16.7% ($13.7) 1.74 133
78 ' $2,857 82 76 89 16.6% ($15.0) 1.72 132
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA' NA NA

117 $1,433 70 67 97 16.1% ($10.1) 1.31 103
121 $1,871 -77 73 103 1/416.9$ ($13.5) 1.25 99
119 $2,081 81 77 102 18.0% ($16.7) 1.23 97
124 52,496 90 86 108 17.7$ ($19.3) J.19 93
128 $2,884 101 97 110 17.4% ($22.1) 1.18 91
101 $2,650 86 82 87 17.1% ($19.4) 1.21 92
97 $2,839 82 78 89 17.1% ($19.3) 1.23 94
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

125 $1,884 92 89 96 20.3% ($19.2) 1.32 104
120 52,164 89 86 95 20.8% ($22.0) 1.33 105
102 12,054 80 78 81 21.5% ($21.7) 1.39 109
109 $2,407 87 85 91 20.8% ($23.8) 1.40 109
96 $2,370 83 81 83 21.5% ($23.5) 1.46 112
115 $2,896 . 94 91 101 20.0% ($25.4) 1.39 105
105

N4
$3,082

NA
89
NA

86
NA

-PZ
NA

20.0%
'AA

($26.4)
NA

1.39
NA

107
NA

78 2,753 110. 10 '116 6.5% ($3.2) 1.45 114
74 42,582 104 101 110 6.3% ($3.6) 1.47 117
68 $20565 100 95 102 6.5% ($3.7) 1.54 12!
12 .$2.78 101 97 105 5.9% (13.81 1.56 121
75 $2,902 102 97 108 6.3% (14.3) 1.59 122
75 $3,071 100 95 106 6.3% (54.4) 1.60 122
73 $3,287 95, 90 101 6.8% ($5.2) 1.61 124
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

'103 52,343 114 109 119 2.8% ($1.8) 1.30 102
101 $2,602 107 102 115 2.8% (52.0) 1.33 105,
94 112 107 110 2.7$ ($2.1) 1.34 105
92

.110$1,868

,971 108 103 104 2.3% ($1.9) 1.37 107
96 3,311 116 111 112 2.1% ($1.9) 1.37 105
92 $3,538 109 107 2.1% ($2.0) 1.39 105
88 $3,845 111 106 101 2.1% (12.2) 1.37 105
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
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TABLE 4 TUITION OUTPUT INPUTS PROCESS

SEVEN FACTORS Estimated Tuition ApproprlatIons , Potential Tax Collective

IN STATE per Student 4 Est. Tuition Revenues per Financial

SUPPORT OF APP (TUITION per Student Student Actions

PUBLIC HIGHER FACTOR - 1.00) (APP 4' TUITION) (1411142) (1546x17)
EDUCATION Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
HISTORICAL to system to personal Education to *Install to system to system

Dollars financial disposable approp. financial Dollars financial financial

per load income/cap tUltion load per load load

student indem indium r index student indem index student lndem index Percent lades Index

0810 1977-78 $1,044 191 163 190 $2,794 108 98 $29e604 126 115 9.4
1979-80 $1,242 194 166 194 $3,354 109 99 $34,173 126 114 9.8$
1900-81 $1,401 200 171 200 13,577 110 100 $33,956 122 111 10.30
1981-82 $1,400 180 154 181 $3,566 101 92 $34,794 11511. 105 10.35
198243 $1,432 165 141 170 . $3,639 98 89 $36,491 11r 101 10.011
198344
1984411

$1,896
$2,049

192
194

164
166

199
203

14,427
$4,1106

109
1,01r

99
99

$37,459
940,224

103
103

94
94

11.4
12.$

19115006 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

MANNA 1977-78
1979-80 $4440662

80
72

72
65

89
81

$1,873
$2,333

72
76'

67
71

120,282
124,563

86
90

81
55

9.20
9.5$

1980-81 $484 62 74 $2,565 79 73 $25,634 92/ 80 10.8$
1981-82 $482 12 56 65 $2,978 79 $30,752 42 95 9.70
1982 -83 $523 60 54 62 43,407 92 16 $36;025 110 102 9.51

0% 14113-84 45 60 57 51 58 $3,210 79 74 $39,517 109 102 8.1%
1904-85 $650 62 56 67 $3,489 77 72 $44,726 114 107 7.8$
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

OREGON 1977-78 $601 110 106 112 $2,485 96 93 #18,382 78 76 13.5%

1979-80 1714 112 107 113 $2,878 94 9! $22,434 83 as 12.4
1980-81
1981-82

$792

$952
113
122.

.109

118

115

126

$2,846
$3,359

87
95'

$5
92

$23,632
$25,988

is
66

83
84

12.0%
12.11S

198243 $1,087 125 121 133 $3,457 93 90 828,088 85 83 12.3%
1983-84 $1,134 115 110 127 $4,030 99 96 $31,227 86 84 12.911

1984-85 $1,203 114 110 126 $4,286 95 92 $33,792 86 84 12.1%
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

PENNSYLVANIA 1977-78 11,014 186 177 185 $3,267 126 120 $33,667 143 137 9.7%

1979-80 $1,217 191 181 193 $3,799 124 118 $38,676 142 136 9.84

1980-81 $1,382 197 188 200 $3,947 121 115 i38,782 140 133 10.2%

1981-82 $1,559 200 191 203 $4,357 123 117 $41,111 136 t30 19.6%

1982-83 $1,721 199 189 202 $4,623 125 119 $42,522 129 123 10.9$

1983-84 $1,856 188 179 191 $4,926 121 115 145,716 126 120 10.8%
1984-85 $2,009 190 181 194 $5,296 117 112 $47,734 122 116 11.1$

19851-88 NA NA NA NA 148, NA NA NA NA NA NA

crooE ISLAND 1977-78
1979-80

$694
$862

127
135

113

121

130

141

$3,037
$3,464

117

113
109

105

$23,447
$26,070

100
96

93
go

13.0%
13.3%

1980-81 $973, 139 124 146 $3,841 118 110 $27,307 99 92 1,4.1%

1981-82 $1,097 141 126 144 $4,068 115 108 $28,758 95 89 14.1%

1982-83 $1,214 140 125 142 $4,525 12d 14 $30,661 93 14.8%

1983-84 $1,383 140 125 141 $4,921 121 t13 $33,934 94 87 14.5%

1984-85 $1,425 135 121 133 $5,270 117 109 $36,493 93 87 14.4%

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA , NA

;11
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83
87
90
118

U
105
105
NA

84
84
85
83
84
72
67
NA

122

113

102

110
109

115

110

NA

1t7

'117

120

121

131

129

125

NA

119
110
99

107
106
112
106
NA

84
83
82
86
92.

91 ,

91

NA

110

110
112

113
.122

121

117

NA

2

ar

. 89



0'

*r':'
trr t

TABLE 4 . 01 02 ENROL 03 SYSTEM LOAD
SEVEN FACTORS Resident Attendance Student System Support System
IN STATE Student Expansion Enrollment .- Index Olnancial
SUPPORT OF . . Source High Ratio (01 x 02)

.4,
Requirements

PUBLIC HIGHER School Grads (ENROL x 03)
EDUCATION Annual

.eHISTORICAL HS grads FTE public FTE public Pub students
per students students .1 load add
1,000 per HS per 1,000 per 1,000
pop. Index grad index pop. Index App Tuition Total pop. Index

14 05
Tax Capacity Tax Effort

Dollars

Per
capita Index

.I

- Percent Index

SOUTH CAROLINA 1977-78 13.4 94 1.84 86 24.6 80 103 110 105 25.9 84 1561 78 84.4% 84
1979-80 15.1 94 1.93 88 25.3 83 103 110 105 26.6 87 1635 77 86.411 86
1980-81 13.3 97 1.95 85 25.8 83 103 110 105 27.1 87 1657 76 91.3% 91
1981-82 13.3 100 1.93 82 25.6 82 103 110 105 26.9 86 $714 75 95.5% 95.1982-83 13.0 100 ' 1.97 82 25.6 82 103 110 105 26.8 86 5774 75 95.3% 951983-84 12.8 102 1.91 78 24.4 80 103 110 105 25.7 84 $826 74 95.8% 96
1984-85 12.3 103 1.94 77 23.8 79 103 110 105 25.0 83 5862 73 91.7% 92
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

SOUTH DAKOTA 1977-78 17.5 123 1.51 70 26.5 86 105 113 107 28.4 93 1655 91 91.19% 91
1979-80 17.2 124 1.55 71 26.7 88 105 113 107 28.6 94 $759 92 83.9% 84
1980-81 17:2 126 1.74 76 29.9 95 105 113 107 31.9 102 1822 95 83.9% 84
1981-82 16.2 122 1.93 82 31.3 100 105 113 107 33.5 107 5559 91 88.3% 88
1982-83 15.4 118 2.05 85 31.5 100 105 113 107 33.7 108 1888 86 92.9% 93
1983-84 14.2 114 2.05 84 29.2 95 105 113 107 31.2 102 $966 87 90.8% 91
1984-85 13.3 112 2.08 82 27.6 92 105 113 107 29.6 98 $1,054 90 84.3% 84
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

TENNESSEE 1977-78 12.5 88 2.15 100 27.0 88 102 107 103 27.8 91 $597 83 80.4% 80
1979-80 11.8 85 2.36 108 1.27.8 91 102 107 103 28.6 94 1577 82 84.1% 84
1980-81 12.1 89 2.25 98 27.3 87 102 107 103 28.1 90 $701 81 86.8% 87
'981-82 12.2 92 2.17 92 26.4 84 102 107 103 27.2 87 1750 79 84.2% 84

A 1982-83 12.3 94 2.19 91 26.8 86 102 107 103 27.6 88 $813 79 87.0% 87
1983-84 11.2 89 2.36 96 26.3 86 102 107 103 27.1 88 1860 77 85.5% 86
1984-85 11.5 97 2.16 86 25.0 83 102 107 103 25.7 85 $897 76 86.5% 87
1985-86 NA NA NA NA ' NA NA' NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

TEXAS 1977-78 13.2 93 2.48 115 32.8 107 103 102 103 33.8 110 1854 116 67.4% 67
1979410 13.0 94 2.46 113 32.0 105 103 102 103 33.0 109 1958 116 64.2% 64
1980-81 12.9 95 2.50 109 32.2 103 103 102 103 33.2 106 11,011 117 64.4% 64
1981-82 12.5 94 2.55 108 31.9 102 103 102 103 32.9 105 $1,168 123 64.9% 65
1982-83 12.2 93 2.67 11.1 32.5 104 103 102 103 33.5 107 $1,360 132 64.6% 65
1983-84 11.5 92 2.76 112 31.8 104 103 102 103 32.8 107 $1,452 131 65.6% 66
1984-85 10.7 90 2.89 114 31.0 103 103 102 103 32.0 106 $1,519 129 64.7% 65
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

UTAH 1977-78 15.7 110 2.31 108 36.3 118 109 121 112 40.6 133 1640 89 89.4% 89
1979-80 14.9 107 2.29 105 34.1 112 109 121 1.12 38.1 126 $734 89 91.2% 91
1980-81 14.3 105 2.44 106 35.0 112 109 121 112 39.2 125 1752 87 99.3% 99
1981-82 13.7 103 2.52 107 34.5 110 109 121 112 38.6 123 1312 86 101.2% 401
1982-83 13.0 100 2.75- 113 35.3 113 109 121 112 39.6 126 1890 86 97.0% 97
1983-84 12.4 100 2.79 113 34.7 113 109 121 112 38.8 127 $962 87 96.9% 91
1984-85 12.1 102 2.83 112 34.3 114 109 121 112 38.5 128 11.009 86 94.3% 94
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

91
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

SOUTH CAROLINA 1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

SOUTH DAKOTA

TENNESSEE

TEXAS

_ITAH

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983 -84

1984 -85

1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-14
1984-85
1985-86

1977 -78

4979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85,
1985-86

1977-78
1979-8d
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

S
BEST COPY AVAIL,L

TAX APP 07

Tax Revenue Allocation to Appropriation Tuition
(04 x #5) Public Higher per Student Factor

Education (TAX x 06/ENROL)

Dollars
'per
capita index

Education
(total) approp
as a percent of
tax revenue Index

$474 66 12.2% (16.8)

$549 67 13.61 (18.9)

$600 69 13.2% (18.3)
$682 72 12.01 (16.7)

$7$7 72 10.9% (15.3)

$791 71 11.0$ (15.3)

$790 67 12.7% (17.4)
NA NA NA NA

$595 83.
1637 77

1690 80
1758 80
$825 80
$877 79

1889 76
NA NA

1480
1569
1609
1632
$707

$735
$776

NA

67
69
70
67
69
66

/ 66
NA

1563 78

$615 75

5651 75

$758 80
1878 85

1953 86
1983 84

NA NA

$571144 '81)

1670 84

$74786
$821 7

1863 "80
$932 '

.1951 81

NA , NA

7.6%
8.6%
8.1%
8.1%
6.8%
6.2%
6.5%
NA

10.6%
10.5%
10.1%

10.1%

9.71
9.7%
11.21

(9.5)

(10.8)

(10.1)
(10.2)
(8.8)

(8.0)

(8.3)
NA

(12.9)
(12.8)
(12.3)
(12.3)
(11.8)
(11.9)

(11.6)

NA NA

(15.0)

(16.4)
(16.8)

(18.1)
(16.2)
(15.9)

15.6)

NA

14.3%

03.4%
13.0%
12.7$

12.9L
12.1%

13.1%
NA

(16.1)
(15.2)
(14'.7)

(1'4.5)

415.0/
'(14.0)
615.0)

NA

,Education
epprop ).

$ per
stUdent In

Relatirie
to system
financial

Index

Relative
to tax
rev/cap
Index

Res -Ag-Med

percent of
total approp
(1/capita)

Factor
value Index

14# $2,342 114 111 174 27.41 ($21.8) 1.25

152 $2,952 121 118 182 27.91 ($28.9) 1.24

142 11,056 119 116 172 28.2% ($30.9) 1.27

132 $3,204 116 113 162 28.0% ($31.9) 1.33

126 $3,132 110 107 154 28.8% ($37.6) 1.37

130 11,570 116 112 163 27.71 ($33.4) 1.40

143 14,202 421 118 180 27.3% ($37.6) 1.35

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

87 $1,697 83 79 100 20-21. ($11.4)

96 $2,055 84 80 109 20.1% ($13.8) 1.35

88 $1,881 73 70 92 19.4 04465) 1.41

89 $1,959 71 68 89 20. ($16.2) 1.42
79
73

$1,79.3

$1,868
63

61
60
58

79
17

22.0% ($15.9)
22.3% ($15.6)

1.51

1.56

73 $2,084 60 57 80 22.1% \ ($16.3) 1.51

1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

121 $1,877 92 90 137, 18.0% ($11.1) 1.31

117 $2,141 ,88 86 128 18.0% ($13.1) 1.29

109 $2,246 88 . 86 125. 18.3% 0(3.7) 1.13

110 87 86 1'31 18.0% ($13.9) 1.37

112
114

$2,543
'12,716

89

88
es
86

130

133,

18.0% ($15.0)
18.1% ($15.8)

1.39
1.36

126 13,476 100 98 152 18.1% ($19.2) 1.31

14% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

117 $1,747 85 83- ' 109 31.91 ($26.9) 1.22

126 $2,167 89 86 119 31.0% (531.2) 1.23

129 $2,416 94 92 126 28.81 ( $31.6) 1.21

141 $3,057 111 108 139 29.0% ($39.9) 1.17,

130 $3,046 107 104 126 30.5% ($43t4) 1.18

133 $3,383 110 107 128 28.9% ($43.8) 1.17

124 $3.498 101 98 , 121 29.2% $44.7) 1.17

NA ' NA 'NA,, NA NA NA NA ,

164 $2,250 110 101 138 11.7% ($10.8) 1.25

150 $2,643 109 8, 100 134 11.8% (112.1) 1.25

140 $2,768 108 99 125 11.71 ($12.8) 1.26

139 109 100 126 12.6% ($15.0) .1.26
150

,13,017

'13:162 111 102, 133 13.4%. ($17.3) 1.27

. 142 $3,255 106, 97 126 13.4% ,--($17.5) 1.28

147 $3,617 104 96 129 13.11 (118.7) 1.28
NA NA NA .NA., NA NIA NA .NA

.

92

99

99
100

104

105

106

103

NA

109

107

111
115

118

116

NA

103

102
104

107

107

103

101

NA

96
97

95

92

90

88

89
NA

99

99
99

99
97

97.
97

NA

VM
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IA STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

Scifill CAROLINA 1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83

, 1983-84
1984-85

, ;
198578611,

SOUTH 6K0TA 1977-78
1979-80
19130-81

1981-82
1982-83

rn 1983-84
4:6 1984-85

1985-86

TENNESSEE 1 7-78

I.

93,

TEXAS

UTAH

1

1981-82
1982-83
.1983-84
1984-85
1985 -86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
198182
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
198;p6

4

I

TUITION
Estimated Tuition
per Student
APP (TUITION
FACTOR - 1.00)

Relative
to system

Dollars financial
per load.

Index Index

OUTPUT
Approprlat1ons

/

-INPUTS'
Potential Tad

& Est. Tuition
per Student

Revenues per
Student

(APP + TUITION) (04/0102)

Relative Wetly*
to personal Education to system

disposable approp financial Dollars

Income/cap tuition S/ load per

Index . student index index student Index

$ 109 136 $2,955 113 108 $22,773

3 143 $3,675 120 114 $25,125

3823 17 150 $3,879 119 113 $25,426

si,046 136 24 173 $4,262 121 115 $27,890

$1,168 135 123 171 $4,300 116 110' $30,268

$1,414 143
$1,464 139.

NA' NA

130
126

NA

181

175
NA

$4,05,
$5,667

NA

122
125
NA

117

119

NA

$33,783
$36,124

' NA

$654 120

$71,2 112
106

99

144
124

$2,351
$2,768

91

90
85
84

524,698
$28,443

$768 110 97 119 $2,649 81' 76 127,530

$825 106 94 124 $2:784 79 74 $27,464

$906 105 93 115 $2,701 73 68 $28,219

$1,037 105 93 120 $2,906 71 67 $33,112

$1,065 101 89 114 $3,150 70 65 538,171

NA NA NA NA NA NA -.44A NA

$577 106 99 126 $2,454' 95 92 $22,094

$614 96 90 113 82,754 90 87 $24,345

$733 105 98 124 52,979 91 89 $25,668

$899 116 108 139 $3,305 93 91 -$29,444

11,001 115 108 138 $3, 544 96 93 $30,277

$984 100 93 119 $3,700 91 $32,687

$1,081 103 96 122 $4,557 101 98 $35,963

NA NA NA 1 NA NA NA NA

1387 71 69 74 52,134 82 80 125,464

5495 77 76 80 $2,662 87 84 $29,908

$517 74 72 75 52,933 90 87 $31,399

$535 69 67 69 $3,592 102 99 $36,606

$542 62 61 62 3,587 97 94 $41839

$566 57 56 56 $3,949 97 94 545,639

$580 55 55 $4,078 90 88 $48,950

NA NA
.54'

NA NA NA NA NA NA

.S572 105 87 125 $2,822 109 97 $17,654

$654 102 85 122 $3,298 107 96 $21,564

$729 104 86 125 $3,497 107 96 $21,498

$796 102 85 144 $3,813 108 96 $25,545

$843 97 80 121 $4,004 108 96 $25,186

$895 91 75 115 $4,150 102 91 $27,759

$948 90 .74 116 $4,565 101 90 S29,371

NA NA NA NA NA
a

NA NA NA

r:17)i .;

97

93..

92
92
92
93
92
'NA

105
105

99
91

86
91

98
NA

BEST CPPY AVAILABLE

Rejative
to system
financial
load
index

92.

88
87
88
88
89

*6,

NA

98
oe
93

85
80
85

91

NA

PROCESS
Coll-active
Financlal
Actium
054047)

Relative
to systole

financial
load

Percent Index Index

12.9% 117 111,

14.6% 129 123

15.3% 130 123

15.3% 131 124

14.2% 126 120

14.8% 131 125

15.7% 136 129

NA NA

9.5%, 86
9.7% 86
9.8% 82
10.1% 97'
9.6% 85
8.8% 78
8.3% 71

NA NA

. 80

80
76

81

79

73
67
NA

91 11.1% 100 98

87 11.3% 100 97,

90 11.6% 99 96
91 11.6% 99, 97
89 11.4 104 101

88 11.3% 101 98

89 12.7% 110 106

NA NA MA NA

8.4% 76 ,74

8.9% 79 76

9.3% 79 77

9.8% 84 81

8.6% 76 74

8.7% 77 75

8.38 72 70

NA NA NA

108 195

110 107
113 .110

121 118

127 14
126. 122

125 ' 122
NA NA

.75 67

79 71

78 69

a. 78 70

77 68

77 68

75 67
NA NA

O

16.0%
15.3%
16.3%
16.2%
15.9%

14.9%
15.5%
NA

145
135
138
138
141

133
134
NA

129

121

)23

124,
126

119
120

NA

4

1
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TABLE 4. #1 r

SEVEN FACTORS
,

Residenil
. IN STATE t

SUPPORT Of )11t,:: High
PUBLIC HIGHER School Grads

. EDUCATION ,

02
Attendance
Expansion
Ratio

HISTORICAL HS41"ads" , FIE lic

per e. ants

per HS. ,

grad .Index

rn
torl

1,000
p09. I

VERMONT 1977-78 15.8. '111
1979 -80 15.9. 114
1980-81 1511' 135

1981-82 15.2 115
1982-83 14.2 109

i 1983-84 14.4 115.
1984-85 13.6 115
1985106 NA NA

IRGINIA 1977-78 14.0 98

1980-81 13.6 100
1979-80 13.6 98

1981-82 13.4 101

1982-83 13.4 103
1983-84 12.8 103
1984,45' 12.0 101

1985-06 NA NA

WASHINGTON 1977-78 14.5 Y ID?
1979-80 13.6 98
1980-81 13.1 96.c

1981-82. 12.7 96
1982-83 11.1 90
1983-84 11.0

IS1
1964 -85 11.1

1985-86 NA NA

WEST VIRGINIA 1977-78 13.6 '96
1979-80 12.9 93
1980-81 12.5 92

"1981-82 12.5 94

95

e 1982-83 12.4 96

)
1983-84 12.4, 100

1984-85. 14.9 100
985-86 RA' NA

1979 -80 16.9 121
WISCONSIN .. 1977-78 ,17.0 119

1980-81 16.3 120

1981-82 15.8 119'

1983-84 14.9 120
1982 -83 15.7 120

1984-85 14.:4 1:14

1985 -86 NA

4

BEST COPY: AVAI4LE

EPA& /3 SYSTEM LOAD '04 05
Studdnt System Support System Tax Capacity Tax Effort
Enrollment Index Financial

101 x 02) RequIrssients
(ENROL x 03)

Annual

FTE public
students
per.1,000

op. In4x App Tmiticm Total

Pub students
load GO

Apar 1,000
pop. Index

1.80 84 28.5 93 116 132 120

1.72 79 27.4 90 116 132 120
1.78 78 27.9 89 116 1324 120

_1.82 77 27.7 88 116 132 120

1.90 79 27.1 87 116 132 120

1.92 . 78 27.6 .90 116 132 120

1.92 79 27.2 90 116 132 120

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

i
,.

V 2.33 109 32.8 1'07 99 103 '100
2.44 ...11:: 33.2 109 .99 103 100

2.51 34.1 10s, 99 103 100

2.59 109 34.7 110
2.53 105 33.8 -108

99 103 100

2.60 106

2.70 107

1"
108 99 100

33.3 108
.

99 103 1,:010

99 103 1
. NA NA ,.1::NA NA

2.84 132 41.3 1,35 97 93 96

3.10 142 42.2 4739 97 93 96
3.20 139 41.9 134 97 93 1

2.88 122 36.6 116 97 93
3.04 126 35.7 114 97 93 96
3.18 130 35.2 115

35.4 116

97 93
3.17 125 97 s 93

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

2.12 99 28.8 94 107 115 109
2.15. 27.8 91 107 115 109 )

2J28 28.6 -91 107 - 115 109
2.32 9th 28.9 92 107 115 109

2.32 28.9 92 107 115 109

2.31 28.7 94 107 115 10*
2.31 27.4 91 107 115 109

1 NA ' NA NA NA NA . NA

37.1 122
106 106 106

2.20 101 106 106 106
2.16 101 , ' 36.84 't20

2.39 104 39.0 125 106 106 106

2.53 107 40.0 127- 106 106 106

2.71 110 40.4 132 106' 106 106
2.59 107 40.5 129 106 106 Ite

2,87 112

NA

40.7 135 106 106 106'

Nt
NA NA NA NA NA

4$

.

Dollars
per.
capita

31%2 Ill $669
32.9 108 8726
33.5 icy,r; 8740,
33.2 186
32.5 104 $864
33.1 108 5986
32.6 108
' NA NA .

$1,044
NA

32.8 107
4.,

$662
33.2 109 $759.:

34.1 109
1:::34.7 110

33.8 108 5969

108
.'' 11,999

33.3. 108 .$1,040

..1-24 NA

39.6 129 $719
/40.5 133 8842
40.2 129 $896
35.1 112 $974

$1,02134.2 109

33,7 110

33.6 112
$1,126
$1,193

NA NA NA

31.4 103

i

30.3 100
l70-

$ 1

31.2 100
31.8 100 $891

31 5 101 $926 .,

11,02331.3 102

Index Percent Index

93 108.8% 109

88 103.6% 104

85 109.5% 109
104.2% 10485

1 105.2%.'105'
89 1 102.5% 103

102.0' 10289
NA. NA *_

92 90.2% 90.,

92
93

86.6% 87

88.3% 88
94 89.5% 89

91/

890% 90
93.1% 93

14k-L NA P.

100 99.0% 99
102 95.3% 95

96.3% 96 ..,103
103 93.7% 94

99 92.1% 92
101 *t 92. 938%

101 101.6% 102

NA NA NA

87.5%
91

88
76.5% 76

92 82.2% 82
94 82.1% 82
90 83,1% 83 A
92 86.0% 86

2941 99 $1,075 91 83.0% 83
NA NA NA NA NA NA

. $098
$809

t 39.0 127

39.3 129
41.3 132 $862
42.4 135 8897

$93642.9 137
42.9 140 $962
43.2 143 $1,003

NA 'NA NA

97
98

113.9%

11144

109 118.2% 11

91

94 116.3% 1.1

86
120.3% 120

127.9% 18
85 1. 140.9% 141

NA NA NA

lit .4
of

1

-

BE'Cle I. .i3Obsik VC lirtiBrt '96
1.0.4,401



TABLE 4
6EVEIl FACTORS
IN STATE

SUPPORT,OF_
P08L1C,HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

VERMONT

TAX
Tax Revenue
(14 x 05)

. 4

Dollars
per
capita Index

00
1977-78 4728 101

1979-80 $752, 91

1980-81 $810 93
1981 -82'

1982 -83 ' $909
1983-84, $1,011
1984-85 $1.06
1985-86

VIRGINIA,. 1977-78
1979-80
.1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984745
1985-86

,...4044,

WASHINGTON

gsi VIRGINIA

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
144-.5
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82

1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

WISCONSIN 1977-78
19179-80

(980 -81

1981-82
T982 -83

1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

p

88
91

21

NA

$597 83
$657 89
1710 82
$794 84
$867 84
$93$ 84

$1,02f,
NA

87
NA

$712 99
$802- 97

100
4113 96
$943' 91

.51,045 94
$1,212 103

NA NA,

$567 79
5574 70
$658 76
$731 77

$770 75
$879 79
$893 .76

NA. NA

WWS/95 110

$966 117

$1,019 118

$1,043 110

$1,125 109
$1,230 111

$1,413 120

NA 'NA

Or

a

16
Al location to
Public Higher
Education

Education
(total) approp
as 4 percent of
tau revenue Index

4.15%

4.8%

'4.4%
5.1%

5.0%
4.9%

4.8*
NA

8.6%
10.1%
10.7%
.10.1%

9.9%
9.5%
9.6%
NA

(6.0)

(6.6)

(6.5)
(7.0)

(7.0)

(6.8)

(6.6)

NA

jr

APP
Appropriationst.
per Student
(Tea x, 16 /ENROL)

.0

, Relative
Education to system 'Relative
approp financial to tart

'S per load - - rev/cap
student Index iplex, Index

.51 $1,145 56 48

54 $1,325 54 47

52 $1,402 55 47

58 . rl f,673 59 5

56

le

,546 56 .48

50 51,826 59 50 a

.55 $1,905 55 47 '60

NA NA NA NA NA
.

, BEST COPY.AVAILABil

17
TuItIon
Factor.

per-coat of

total approp Factor
(S/cepita) . value Index

55 25.8% ($11.3) 2.54- ZOO
60 27.3% ($13.7) 2.65 210
59 %, 25.8% ($13.64 2:70 212
64 7 27.0% (215.8)'c 2.71 211

67 28.2% (517.8) 2.80 215
64 27..1%. ($18.5) - 2.83 215

27.1% I ($19.2) 2.86 ,219
14 NA NA % NA N6

92 16.8% ($11.9) "1.40
104 18.8% ($15.4) 1.32

107 i" 18.8% ($17.6) . 1.33*

100 18.8% ($18.5) ybp 1.36
106 18.8% ($19.8)

18.8% ($20.5)
101 f 18.4% t$22.8
NA NA -NA.

(10.6) 99 $1,569
(12.5) 113 $2,009
(13.2) 116 $2,237
(12.4) 111 $2,313
(12.2) 114 $2,532
(11.7) 112 $2,667
(11.9) 109

\NA NA NA

$2,220
$2,475
$2,398
$2,594
$2,596
$3,232
$3,286

NA

12.9% (14.5) 147
13.0% (14.7) 145

11.6% (13.0) 126

'10.4% (11.7) 114

9.9% (11.2) 114

10.9% (12.2) 14
9.5% (10.7) 107

NA NA NA

4.,

8:3% (11.5) 95

9.5% (13.2) 106

8.7% (12.0) 94

8.6% (11.9) 94

'7.8% (10.8) 91

7.2% (9.9) 85
7.8% (11.0) 88

NA NA NA

10.5% (11.7) 120

10.1% (11.3) 113

10.4% (11.7) 113

10.6% (11.8) 116

10.2% (11.4)..121:
10.2% (11.5)
9.3% (10.5) 105

NA. NA NA

V

77

83
'87
84
89
87
se
NA

108

102
94
94
91

105
95
NA

-4X 77'
83
88
85

1A)1

8164

89

NA

112 109
105 105

97 94
97 , 98
94 1 109

J108 12

98" 92
NA NA

$1,629 it 74

$1,971 81 76

$1,992 78 73

$2,175 79 74

$2,0891-:' 73 69

$2:205 72 . 67

$2,557 74 69.

NA NA NA

$2,267 111 104

$2,638 108 102

$2,723 106 100

$2,756 100 94

$2,830 100 94

$3,093. 100, 95

$3,220 93 88

NA NA NA

e
1:V I 4*2

1, 1.40
1.42
1.41,

tin

11.1% ($11.4) . 1.26
11.2% ($13.2) 1.26
10.8% ($12.1) 1.27
11.2% ($12.0) 1.28

12.0% ($12.7) 1.28

10.5% (513.4) 1.27

11.3% ($14.7) 1.27

NA NA NA

101 27.6
116 27.7%
102 27.6%
102 s 27.6%
98 27.6%

27.6%
28.7%
NA

10.6%

93 10.6%

90 10.6%
91 10.6%
91 10.6%

91 11.2%
7? 11.2%
NA NA

(518.0)' 1.24

($20.9)" 1.24

($21.8) # 1.25,

($24.1) II 1.24

($23.1) 1.37

024.1) 1.44

($28.1) 1.41

NA NA

110
104
105
106
107
108
108

.100,

99

98
96
97
NA

98

498
98
98
105

' 109

108
NA

. 35 107.

.36 107

.58 108

. 37 107

.37 105

.36 103

.58 106
HA 12.NA

CO P, VAViri

.4)

c
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MILE 4
SEVEN 6ACTOBS
IN STATE
SIPPORT at

... PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION

:111STORICAL

I

VERMONT

VIRGINIA

;ASH INGT611

. .0 A

r

. .r

j.

TUITUM
Estimated Tuition
per Student
APP (TUITION
FACTOR - 1.00)

Relative Relative
to system to personal

Dollars financial disposable
per load, incoam/cap
student Index index Index .

1977-78 $1,760 322
1979-80 12,190 343
1980-81 $2,380 340
1981-82 $2,639 334
1982-83 $3,018 348
1983-84 $3,303 335
1984-85 13,345 336
1985-86 NA NA

1977-78 $624 114

1979 -80 11636 100
1980 -81 $746 106

1981-82 $839 108
1982-43 $1,004 116

1983-84 11,129 114

1984«85 $1,246 118

1961-86 NA NA

'1977-18
1979-454
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85

" 1985:86

WEST VIRGINIA" '1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83

1 1983.14
'1984-115
1985-86

p
WISCONSIN 1977-78

1979-80
1980-81
1961-82
1982 -83

1983-84
1984-85

,9 1985-86

98

4

244
260

'257
257
264

254
255
NA

97
103

105
112
111

115

NA

$586 107 115

$632 99 106
$638. 91 98
738 95. 102
.1738 '85 92
$875 89 95
1887 84 90

NA ,NA NA

$399 73 63
$463 73 63
$492 70 61-
%567 TA 63
$776 90 It

A$9661 98 ,5
$1,060 100 '87

NA NA . NA

$792 145 *137
v$941 147 139
$1,035 148v 139
$1,032 133 . 125
11 058 122 115
$1,117 113' 107

$1,226 114' %to
NA NA NA

376
398
397

399
401

382
388
NA

117,

103

109
109
116

112
114

NA

99
90
;83

.87, p
79'
82
79
NA

7
118
1'28

.NA

151

152

148

136
127

118

120

NA

_

BEST-COPY 4AILABLE
C,_PVTUT INPUTS PROCESS '/(

Appropriations
Est. Tuition

per Student

Potential Tax
Revenues pir
Student

Collective
Financial
Act!

it07)(APP +TUITION); (04/01)(112) .(45x4

Wetly* Relative Relative
Education $0 system. to system to system
approp finandial Dollars financial . financial
tuition 1/ load Per load ,load

student Index index student jndex. index Percent Index Index

42,905
$3,515
13,782

14,185
144691
15,109
15,450

NA

$2,)93
,12,645
. 12;983

1i,152
13,536
$3,796
$4,91

NA

, $2,806
$3,106

' A $5,035

-14
. 13 332
-

13,354
$4,106,
14,172

NA

$2,028
12,434
J$2,484
$2,742
$2,866
$3,171
$3,616

NA

13.019
$5,189
$3,758
¶3,788
$3,888
$4,210
$4,445

NA

112 ' 93 $23,508 100 83 12.4% 112 93 :

114 95' $26,465 97 81 13.3% 117 98
116 97 $26,523 96 80 14.3% 121 101 ".

118 99 *21019 96 80 14.4% 123 103

126t. 105 $31,894 97 81 14.7% 130 109.

126 ' 105 $35,164 99 82 14.3% 127 .106
121 100 $38,389 98' 13Z, 14.2% 123 .402
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

85 '85 120,207 6
860

86 10.9% 98 98
.80 86 $22,898 84 '84 11.6% 162 102
91 91 $23,572 85 85 12.7% 108 108

89 89 $25,913 86 86 .12.2% 104 104
95 95 128,655 87 89 12.3% 109 199 t
93 93 $31,261 86 86 12.1% 108 108

95 95 133,924 87 87. 12.7% 1D) 109
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA- NA

108 113 $17,437 74 4 77 16.1% 146 152
101 105 $19,961, 74 77 15,6% 138 143 A
93 97 $21,383 77 80 14.2% 121 126
94 ; 98 $26,643 88 92 12.5% 107 111

90 94 $28,622 87 . 91 11.6% 103 108

101 305 $32,035 88 92 12.8% 114 119
92 96 $34,030 67 N9J 12.3% 106 110

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

78 72 $22,448 96 88 9.0% 82 75
79 73 $27,035 .100 91 9.0% 80 73

76 70 $27,975 101 93 8.9% 75 69
78 71 130,766 102 93 1 8.9% 76 70
77 71 . - 131,043 97 89 8.9$ 79 73

78 71 $31,660 98 90 8.9% 79 73
80 73 $39,287 101 92 9.2% 80 73
NA NA NA ' NA NA NA; NA NA

118
117

111

110-

$18,979
121,794

..4111 76
76

16.1%
f6.4%

146

145

138
137

)15 109 1122,1.07 80 75 17.0% 144 136

107 101 J., $22,433 74 70 , 16.9% 144 136

105 99 $23,116 70 66 16.8% 149 141

103 98' 123,778 66 17.7% 158 149 I

98'

NA
93
NA

$24,619 63
NA

.59
NA ,

18.1%
NA

156

NA

147
kA

WAWA!.

p2



L'

TABLE 4 01 12 ENROL 03
SEVEN FACTORS Resident Attendance Student System Support 'r

IN STATE Student Expansion Enrollment Index
"SLFPOR7 OF.
PUBLIC, HIGHER

Source High,
School Grads

Ratio (I1 X 02)

EDUCATION Annual
HISTORICAL HS grads FTE public Fit public

per students students
TAMO per HS per 1,000

pop. Index. irate. Index pop. Index App Tuition Total

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

SYSTEM LOAD
System
Financial
Requirements
(ENROL x 13)

Pub students 4

load adj
per 1,000
pop. Index

14 IS
Tax Capacity Tax' Effort

Dollars

per
capita Lndem Percent Index

0'

WYOMING

UNI110aSTATES

P

1977-78
1979-80,
1980-8I

1981-82.
1982-83
19884
1984-83
1985;46

1977-78
1979-80
Obso-sl

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
198445
1985-86

14.8
14.3
13.5.
13,1
12.8
12.1

11.2
1 NA

14.3
13.111

13.6
13.3
13.0
12.5
11.9
NA

104

103,
99'

IN,

97

94

NA

100

100

100

100
100

100

100
NA

2.44
2.28
2.39
2.50
2.63
3.03
3.71

NA

2.15
2.1'8

2.30
2.37
2.41

2.46
2:13
NA

114
105

104

106
109
124
147

''NA

100
'100
100'

100
100

-'100
100'

NA
$..,

.

-

60
32.6
32.1
32.6
33.7
36.9
41.6

34.6
30)1.!

31.3
31.4

'31.3
30:7
I0.t

100

1C/1)

'100,

100
100
100
100
NA

'

103
103
103
103
103
-103

103
NA

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
NA

ill
111

111

111

111

111

NA

100

100

10Q

100.
100,

100

.100

NA

105
105

105

105
105

105

105
NA

100
'109.

-'100

100
100.

100
100
NA

37.9
36.2
33.7.1

34.2.
35.4
38.8

Nr,43.7
NA

30.6
30.4,
31.3
31.4
31.3
30:7
30.4

NA.

1;4
113

106
109
113.

126

145.

NA

100

100
-IGO

100
100

400

100
NA

$1,264
$1,248
$1,501
$1,854
$2,226
$2,239
0,315

MA

47fsr
4423
$867

9949
$1,029
$1,112
$1,176 .

NA

176

151''

173

195.

216
201

197
NA

100
100

400
100
100
100

100
NA

66.1i
08:1$
82.9$
74.4%
72.5%
104:7%
103.3%

NA

100.0$
100.0$
100.0$'

100.011

tpo.m
loo.0

to

66
88

83

74

73 .,

105
105
NA

100
100
109

too
100

loo
100

MA

11

r.

I

A

C
. 7

118
107
103
U:14

108
120
138
NA

\-)

.

/

A

,.

4

101

9E21 abA I1 vBr E



TABLE 4
SEVEN EACTORS

.12 STATE
SIPPORT Of,
PUBLIC NIGHER
EDUCATION
N1STOFICAL

TAX
*

06. , .

Tax Revenud Allocation to
(id x 05) Public Higher

Education

Dollars
per

capita Ando(

Education
(to/al) approp
as e percent of
tax revenue', index'

APP
Appropriations
per Student '

(TAX x 06/ENROL)

Education
approp
$ per
student index

Relative
to system Relative'
financial to tax
.load rev/cap
Index, !Wax

BEST COPY

07
7

Factor °

Res-Ag-f4st

portent of 1

total approp Factor
($/capitaa value index

1

WYOMING 1977-78 5836 116 , 12.8% (14.6) 146. $2,961 145 140 '64 A 12.3% ($14.9) 1.19 94
1979-80 $1,099 133 11.3$ (12.92' 126 $3,801 156 117 - 12.3% (117.4) 1,46 92

,1980-81 $1,244 143 12.7% (14.5) 138 $4,928 192 187, 134 12.4% (222.3) 4.14 90
1981-82 41,378 145 12.9% (14.7) 141 $3,436 197 191 136 12.3% ($24.8) 1.14i 89
1982-83 $1,614 157 12.6% (14.31 145 $6,021 212 206 13,-. 12.3$ (222.5) 1. ' 87
1983-84 $2,344 -211 8.7% (9.9) '102 $5,506 179 173 85 12.3% ($28,5) 1.14 87
198445 $2,438 201 8.9% (10.1) 100 $5,195 150 145 72 12.3% (530.4) 1.12 AU
985-86 /NA NA NA NA* NA

'43
NA NA NA NA NA NA "NA

UNITED STATES 1977-78 5719 100 8.7% (19.3) 100 $2,048 100 1004 100 15.6% (111.6) 1.27 100
1979 -80 5825 100 9.0% (10.7) 100 ( $2,433 100 ,100 100 16.1% ($14.2) '1.25 100
1980-81' $867 100 9.2%, (11.0) 100 $2,561 100 100 100 16.2% (115:5) 1.27 100
1981-82 $949 100 9.12' (10.9) 100 $2,758 100 100 100 16.4% (117.0) 1.28 100
1982-83 $1,029 100 .844 -t10.4) 100 $2,843 100 100 100 16.8% ($18.0) 1.30 100
1983-84 $1,112 100 8.5% 110.2) 100 - '23,083 100 100 100 16.7% ($18.9) 1.32 100
1984 -85,

1985-88
11,176

NA
100

NA
8.9%
MA

(10.6)
NA '

100
NA

$3,467
NA

100

m *
100
NA

100
NA

16.6%

NA
(520.2)

NA
1.30
- NA

100

NA

r

4'

1.

102

r

.



TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

a

TUITION _

Estimated Tuition
par- Student
APP (TUITION
FACTOR - 1.00)

(rtative

systes
financial
toad

Index Irdex

Dollars
per
student

WYOMING 1977-78 $554 101 91

1979-80 ' $619 97 87
1980-el $702 100 90
1981-82 .$742 95 86
1982-83 $826 95 ea
1983-84 $794 80

,
72

1984 -85 4 $627 59 "54

1905-86 NA NA NA

UNITED STATES' 1977-78 $54 100

1979-80 $639 loo 100
1980-81 $701 loo
1981-82 $778 los r°00

1982-83 $867 we' 100
1983-84 $987. los 100
1984-85 $1,055 too 100
1985-86 NA NA NA

103

a

BEST. COPY AVAIIABEE

OUTPW IffUTS
Appropriations Potential .74x
4 Est. Tuition,
Tar Student

Reyenues per
Studon*

LAPP + TUITION) C/4/11427
'RelatIve ReiatIve
to personal Education to iystem
disposable approp + financial Dollars
lncceetcap ultion $/' load per '

index student Index index student Index

100

100
100
100
100
100

WA

$3,515 133 .129

$4,421 144 137
$5,631 173 164
$6,179 175 166

$6,847 185 176

$6,301 155 147
$5,822 129 123

NA NA NA

$2,594 .100 100

$3,072 1b0 100
$3,262 100 '0.v100

$3,536 100 100
$3,710 100 100

.11 $4,070 100 100
$4,522 100 100

NA NA NA

to.

t'a

.$35,024

$38.283
$46.689
$56.847

$65,996
$60,624
$55,6::

Relative
wsys4am'
Unancial
iced
Maim

449 j42
141 134
168 160

.188 179
'201 .191'
167 159
142 136
NA NA

$23,473
1

$27,151 100 100
$27,719 100 100
$302:27181 100 100

100 100

$39,060 100

NA NA NA8,

PROCESS
Collective
Finartcial

Actions
(0546x07)

Relative
to system
flnenclai
iced

.

Percent Index Index-

10.0% 91

11.5%
:

102

12.1% 102
10.9% 93
10.4% 92
10.4% 93
10.5% 90

NA NA

1 1 . 1% 100
11.3% 100

me% 100

11.7% /Do

11.3% 100
11.2% 100
11.6% 1004,

NA NA

t., e:

F

86 r.
98
es
ea
se
es
NA

'199
100
100
100
100

100
100

NA

!Do

do

A.



TABLE 5 .

'

ti r
V

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

: . C. 0 E Fa Fe F Ga Gt 0 H
...

t

- THE BASIC DAT. Riil Igh. , Annual. Tax Tax Local State Sysfe,
HISTORICAL . Populatfon School ,FTE

State
dap= i ty Revenues' Total Total. Res -Agriled Support :

1 -July*' Gradual*, 'Public FY* FY* Approp. Appro. APPaP Index FY'
opor Wing.. Eirottment (000,000) 1000,000)-(000,00OP (000,000) (000,000) Appn Tuft Total,

.

ole)(
. .

-.. f
,-... . .

.

ALABAMA:. : 1977-78 3,737 40,497 115,803 2,069.9 279.6 1,6
.. . /

1:801V 3;8341

ik48,669 116,491 2,404.6 1,971.6 317.4 1.7
1,668.3*

3,869 -831,088 119,858 2,551.8 2,186.8 368.2 1.7
,1981 -62 '3,695 49,116 122,1761 2,799.8 2,384.9 371.1 4.0
1982183 3,917 '48,794 N1)8,749 3,003.0 2,720.0 401.6 4.0 .

1983-84' 3;1146 -49,309 . 121,711 3,229.; 2,812.7 454.5 4.0 tap
1984-85 3,959 48,150 125,600 3,390.0 3,033.0 500.7 4.0 ..

. 1985486 NA NA . NA NA NA NA NA
.

ALASKA 1977-78 , 392 4,777 - 9,791 442.7 417.8 63.1 .. 0.0.
1979-80 401 5,281 10,530 ' 612.2 712.4 86.5 0.0 '

P 1980-81 402 5,353 11'744 757.4' 977.0 105.3 0.0
* 1981-82 403 6,200 12,794 990.3 1,646.2 127.3 0.0'
AL 1982-43 412 5,447 13,941 1,373.0 2,533.0 148.0 0.0

1983-84 443 5,558 14,344 1,541.1, 2,769.0 158.1 0.0
1984-85 479 5,45T 14,286 41,511,0 2,322.0 166.9 0.0
1985-86 NA NA NA / NA NA NA NA

1977.78 2,348 27,207 125,751 1,570.8 1,660.4 209.5 45.4
2'4979 -80 2,518 32,847 127,348 1,890.9 , 2,067.8 233.2 60.5

0-81 2,639 31,648 129,213 2,078.1 2,382.4 270.4 65.5
1,42- .- 731 28,416 130,119 2,291.7 2,690.6 308.0 71.7 .

1982055, .28,049 132,134 2,552.0 2,702.0 286.8 79.0,

1983-64 1 29,867 128,422 3,073.6 2,821.8 332.6 82.6
1984-85 26,530 1128,029 5,325.04 3,110.0 370.6 97.3
1965 -86 NA NA

M
NA NA NA NA

ARKANSAS 1977-78 2,169 7,787 50,385 1,232.6 956.9 126.2 0.0
1979-80 2,241 28,754 ' 53,130 1,442.5 1,156.8 , 156.3 0.0
1980-81 2,269 29,502 55,125 1,522.2 1,239.8 164.7 0.0 '

1981-82 2,299 30,209 54,433 1,717.2 1,468.5 174.1 0.0
1982-83 2,29, 30,691 56,794 1,928.0 1,522.0 186.5 0.0
1983-84 2,304 30,824 56,704 2,011.2 1,633.9 194.0 0.0
1984-85 2,328 27,936 56,742 2,200.0 1,770.0 441.0 0.0
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA , NA NA

CALIFORNIA 1977-78 21,935 299,328 1,018,491 17,777.7 20,749.5 1,914.0 667.2
1979-80 22,839 285,844 990,286 21,694.3 25,203.3 2,741.0 295.0,
1980-81 23,255 271,871 1,045,507 23,353.0 22,107.8 . 3,150.0 308.0
1981-82 23,i71 263,389 1,059,656 26,331.8 26,800.3 3,162.0 408.0
1982-83 24,196 265,924 1,043,403 28,698.0 28,796.0 3,129.0 391.4
1983-84 24,376 - 261,994 977,450 31,808.9 31,422.6 3,120.0 404.5
1984-85 25,174 258,702 978,873 34,495.0 32,606.0 3,779.0 449.1
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

105 V

28.0
31.7
36.8
37.1
40.2
43.0
60.0.
NA

!.., ARIZONA

101 105
101 105
101 105

101 103
101 105
101 ,403
101 105

NA NA'
-

7.9
104
12.0
14.0

'1543
15.4
15.7
NA

.

94
94
94
94
94
94
94
NA

94

94

94
94
94

94

94
NA

33.8 109 106
43.1 105 106
53.2 105 106

57.9 103 106 ,

52.5 103 106
58.0 105 106

68.4 105 106
NA NA NA

17.7 1D5 108

21.9 105 108
.23.1 103 105,

24.4 105 108

26.1 105 108

27.4 105 108

33.3 105 108
NA . NA NA

224.5 80
274.4 80
324.5 80
339.3 60
346.5 , 80
373.2
425.5 80

NA NA

Estiatimi Per901i11
Tuition Disposable
Rovsnue 1MOM
(000, 0001 (000.000)

102 75.2 16,397
102 86.8 20,557
102 102.0 22,683.
102 105.0 24,729
102 122.0 27,419 .

102 134.8
-102 '145.5 1511:;11: I.

NA NA NA

94 6.0 3,422

94 . 7.9 ;:78274

94 6.4

94 . 9.2 4,367
. 94 10.2 5,096

94 ' 13.2 6,237

..

94 15.7 6,893
NA NA NA

106 71..7 11,729
106 84.7 15,451

106

106

92:4
100.5

18,

106

106

106.9
115.5 24,930

106' 122.4 27,375
NA - NA NA ,

105 26.3 9,261*
105 34.9 , 11,066
105 40.7 13,174

105 46.1 14,166
105 46.6 15,94t
105 49.3 16,747

105 56.8 18,123
NA NA

86 164.6 134,

66 193.5 172,321

'86 227.2 196,011'

86 2310.1 221,074
86 373.4 247,783
86 462.4 264,709

NA
489.0

NA
287,310

NA

sr. , bok AV
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TABLE 5

THE BASIC DATA
HISTORICAL

COLORADO 1977-78
I 1979-80

. 1980-81
1981-82

a 1982-83
1983-84
1984 -05

1985 -86

CONNECTICUT 1977-78

19964f
19794101

1981-82
1982-83
1981-84
1984 -85

1985-86

DELAWARE 1977-78A.4

N 1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982 -83

1983-84
1984-85.
.1985 -86

D.C. 1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983 -84

7 1984-85
1985-66

FLORIDA 1977-78
-S 1979-80

1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

107

4.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

`A B C 0 E Fa

Resident High Annual Tax Tax r State
Population School FTE Capacity Revenues Total
July* Graduates Public $Y* FY* Approp.
(000) Spring* Enrollment (000,000) .(000,000) (000,000)

. .

2,632 37,373 114,549 2,044.8 1,880.4 195.0 4.6
2,767 . 37,234 113,293 2f511.7 2,285.9 217.9 6.0

(

2,849 36,804 .115,941 2,719.5 2,615.9 '235.2 7.0
2,903 '35,993. 117,435 3,094.4 2,797.4 285.3 8.8 s
2,965 ,35,494 118,345 3,44240 2,877.0 322,6 11.1
3,065 34,875 117,536 4,137.8 3,343.4 342.8 12.2
3,139 32,954 113,422 4,450.0 3,579.0 359.7 12.6

NA NA, NA NA NA NA NA

3,086 48,676 57,945- 2,397.5 2,424.5, 146.0 0.0

46,064w 60,385
2,758.4 2,751.4 149.3 0.0

3,10000
48,147 58,909

2,914.3 2,980.6 174.8 0.0
3,114 46,673 61,391 3,297.2 3,291.9 182.9 0.0
3,134 46,245 62,00$ 3,547.0 3,643.0 197.7 0.0
3,140 46,496 62,048 4,074.8_ 4,035.0 226.3 0.0
3,138 46,500 60,800 4,264.0 4,380.0 245.8 0.0

NA NA NA NA , /4A NA NA

593 9,425 19,947 1 524.7 447.1 '' 38.5 0.0
598 9,272 20,664 572.4 494.9 51.1 0.0

Fb F

599 9,042 21,253 568.3 542.5 58.8 0.0
596 8,896 , 21,821 631.2 561.4 69.9 ' 0.0
598 8,779 21,613 683.0 593.0 74.7 0.0
600 8,586 21,799 766.2 643.4 75.6 0.0
606 8,410 21,845 810.0 692.0 84.0 0.0
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

696 6,441 8,575 580.8 648.7 0.0 36.5 0.0
670° 7,365 8,671 630.3 797.5 0.0 48.2 0.0
656 6,543 8,053 624.6 826.1 0.0 53.0 0.0
637 6,462 8,274 672.8 882.7 0.0 53.0 0.1
631 5,745 8,593 721.0 1,049.0 0.0 58.3 0.1
633 6,461 8,351 797.3 1,155.3 0.0 60.8 0.1
623 5,692 7,825 833.0 1,241.0 0.0 63.7 0.1
MA NA NA DNA . NA NA NA NA

0,695 97,532 246,399 6,504.9 4,764.6 484.0 0.0 82.3
9,132 98,148 250,235 7,686.6 5,644.7 617.2 0.0 101.4
9,471 97,607 259,870 8,200.2 6,414.4 704:0 0.0 124.0
9,874 99,511 263,181 9,355.3 6,908.2 799.4 0.0 140.3
10,183 98,753 271,616 10,596.0 7,762.0 843.2 0.0 145.9
10,433 94,445 267,604 12,064.1 8,696.5 933.0 0.0 161.0
10,680 93,873 264,782 13,367.0 9,723.0 1,022.2 0.0 175.7

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Local 'State
Total Res-Ag-Wed
Appro. Approp.
(000,000) (000,000)

t

41.2
46.6
53.9 '

64.0
89.8
93.8
97.4

NA

28.0
29.4
32.5 -

34.6 i
35.9
41.8
44.3

NA

2.9
3.4
3.6
4.0
4.4
4.7
5.2
NA,

Ga Gt G H 1

Sys ter Estimatod on
Suppoi.t Tuition Disposable
inclax FY* Revenue income
Appn Tuff

104 112
104 112

104 112

104 112
104 112

104 112
104 .112

NA NA

100 101

'100 101

100 101

100 101

100 101

100 101

100 101

-NA NA

115.1 431
115 131

115 131

115 131

115 131

115 131
115 131

NA NA

103
103
103
103
103
103
103
NA

95
95

95
95
95 '

NA

Total (000,000) 000,000)

106 72,2 14,603
106 102,5 18,740
106 122.0 21,741,
106 140.0 24,720
106 160.5 28,567 ,

106 168.4 31,304
106 184.0 33,822
MA NA NA

100 31.0 19,724
100 40.9 23,832.
HP 40.7' 26,64
100 43.3 29,951
100 51.3 33,415
100 62.3 36,066
100 72.8 39,361
NA NA NA

119 25.5 3,382
119 29.1 4,00*
119 31.6 4,393
119 36.6 . 4,816
119 42.9 5,259
119 48.4 5,787
119 .51.0 ..6,304

NA NA NA

102 2.7 4,641
102 2.7 5,519
102 2.6 5,942
102 4.4 6,487
102 5.1 7,112
102 5.7 7,426
102 6.3 8,030
NA NA NA

94 122.7 44,864
94 129.5 58,259
94 144.8 67,130
94 169.5 77,875
94 178.6 90,136
94 187.2 96,492
94 194.3 106,149
NA NA NA

4.08



'TABLE 5

THE BASIC DATA
HISTORICAL .

GEORGIA

IPS

-AA

1977-78
1979-80
1980 -81

1981-82
1982-83
1983-64
1964-85
1985-66

NANA I , 1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1961 -82

1982-83
1981144
1984-85
1965-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981 -82

1902-83
1983-84
1984-85'

1985-86

IDAHO

ILLINOIS 1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983 -84

1984-85
1985 -86

1101ANA

109

1977-78
1979-80
1980-61
1961-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

_C 0 ,

RasIdent Huh Annual , Tax Tax .

PopulatIon School FTE ' Capacity Havannas.
Julya Graduates Public FY FY
(000) gPfl Enrollment (000,00) '(000,000)

5,126 64,734 129,308 3,134.3 2,726.8
5,286 64,711 123,724 3,620.6 3,237.3
5,391 65,208 126,979 5,800.7 4,637.5
5,482 65,463 129,440 4,262.4 4,100.2

. 5,574 66,989 134,147 4,672.0 4,545.0
5,642 65,793 132,572 5,251.0 5,031.0

/
5,712. 63,218 130,228 5,620.0 5,454.0

NA NA NA ' NA NA

902
929
950
969
981
998

1,023
NA

857
911
933
947
059
975
989
NA

11,360
11,434
11,423
11,433
11,462
11,452
11,486

NA

5,372
5,446
5,475
5,489
5,468
5,487
5,479

NA

13,930 32,101
v14,097 30,485

.4.. 14,008 30,643
14,647 31,540
13,948 32,457
12,943 31,453
12,990 29,762

NA NA

13,581 26,698
13,660 26,647
13,478 28,373
13,168 28,720
12,782 29,201
.12,353 28,602
11,980 27,799

NA NA

162,226' 338,246
160,669 345,239
154,716 373,220
156,981 391,372
156,802 388,867
148,861 366,530
142,933 370,292

NA NA

77,282- 137,200

80,268 142,061
78,370 13,234
78,749 155,892
79,207 157,631
74,756 157,304
70,260 156,300

NA NA

700.8
805.0
846.3
978.3

1,056.0
1,297.8
1,352.0

542.5
669.1
738.1

786.1
854.0
933.9

1,005.0
NA

9,152.4
10,577.8
11,067.7
11,688.0
12,265.0
12,548.5
13,125.0

NA

3,787.1
4,449.2
4,647.3
4,814.8
5,098.0
5,411.5
5,696.0

NA

Fa Fb

A-

Stets Local Stater
Total Total Resd4941ed
Approp. Appro. Approp.
(000,000) (000,000) (600,000)

302.9
385.1
43260
498.9
534.2
562.0
619.4

NA

2.0
2.9
3.3
3.5
3.5
4.0
4.3
NA

829.1 121.8 -0.0
938.5 m

133.9 ) 0.0
1,080.1 150.1 0.0
10217.9 169.9 0.0.
1,327.0 ' 200.3 0.0
1,366.7 203.7 0.0
1,470.0 211.9 0.0

NA NA NA

490.4. 76.1 1.9
594.5 82.7 2.2
671.0 4 93.0 2.7
694.2 93.9 2.9
743.0 91.8 3.4
789.3 101.0 3.3

. 848.0 112.5 4.1

NA MA NA

8,639.8 871.7 101.1

10,062.3 807.1 120.8
10,941.5 884.0 143.2
11,977.9 913.8 152.0
12,883.0 925.8 172.1
13,432.8' 1,018.8 177.6
A4,010.0 1,102.9 183.8

NA NA NA

3,118.3 327.5 0.0
3,676.1 387.2 0.0
3,913.8 434.6 0.0
4,056.1 452.3 ILO
4,510.0 455.0 0.0
4,775.1 497.9 0.0
4,942.0 548.8 0.0

NA NA NA

68.1

85.0
.93.7
14,.5
109.4
131.0
140.5

NA

19.4
23.2
24.0
26.6
28.1
31.3
31.7

NA

10.1

11.0
111.4
11.2
11,4
12.0
13.6

NA

120.9
149.7
166.2
175.2
184.6
199.7
213.4

NA

47.9
53.6
59.1

61.2
62.4
67.9
71.4

NA

BEST` COPY AVAILABLE
Oa Of 0 .H I(

System
Support
Index FY*
Appn Tult

111

111
111

111

111

111

111

NA

Estimated. Personal
11i2: Disposable

Income
Total (000,000) (000,000)

112 111 71.8 24,158
112 111 78.0 30,178
112 111 92.5 . 33,518
112 III 105.5 37,218
112 Ill 112.9 41,992
112 , 111 133.0 46,134
112

NA
111 140:0 50,907
;1 NA NA

.

t16 115 116 ' 14.3 5,332
116 115 116 14.6 (----- 6,636

116 '115 116 14.5 7,372
116 1154 116 14.9 8,312

116 115
116

21.6 "1::;::,

.116 115 15.0

1:42 4N1 1:46 25.1 4*10,751K

NA NA

105
105
105
tO5
105
105
105
NA

95
95
95
95
95
95
95
NA

115
115
115
115
115

115
115

NA

s

109

109

109
109

109
109
109

NA

94

94

94
94

94

94
94'
NA

123
123

123

123

123

123
123

NA

ti

106
106
106
106

106
106
106

NA

95
95
95
95
95
95
95
NA

117

117
117
117

117
117

117

NA

9.4
13.4

16.2
16.5

16.2
16.2
18.2

NA

145.0
167.9
195.7
226.8
-270.7

313.5
341.7

NA

105.8
125.6
145.1
176.4
212.0
233.8
245.5

NA

4,221

5,414
5,989
6,664
7,437
7,633
8,259

NA

70,802
84:693
93,367
100,232

111,515
117,106
121,788

NA

28,752
34,903,
38,482
41,524
45,473
48,577
48,829

NA
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TABLE i

THE BASIC DATA
HISTORICAL

MARYLAND 1977-78
, 1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
198

4
198

MASSACHUSETTS11977 -78
1979-80
4989-81
1981-82
1A82-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-8640. 4.-

MICHIGAN 1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

MINNESOTA 1977-78
197VM
1980-81

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86-

MISSISSIPPI 1977-18
1979-80
1480-81
1981 -82'40

1982-83
198)p8
1984-85
1985-86

A

Resident
ulation

)

8

High' Annual
School FTE
Graduates Palle
Spring' Eproll

4,172 62,501
4,2)2 62,043
4,223 61,265
4,225 61,611
4,263 61,682
4,269 59,353
4,304 57,335

NA NA

5,749
5,743 87,052
5,746 94,410
5,743 85,447
5,773 85,289
5,753b 82,573
5,767" 82,441

NA NA

9,117
9,202
9,249
9,255
9,204
9,116
9,069

NA

3,

4,038'
4;083
)11,094

4,143
144

NA

2
2
2,531
2,567
2,587

NA

133,

133,

134,769
138,254
141,311
144,646
144,874

120,651
122,952
128,268
127,374
124,638
132,285
137,000

140,900 29lj, 500

142,739 318,166
136,104 328,483
13629 327,077
132;644 320,195
125,666 315,196
122,000 363,964

NA NA

72,283 143,483
71,339 149,418
70,358 159,470
68,443 162,921
66,429 160,162
63,113 157,825
59.593 154,875

NA NA

29,308 84,053
29,363 85,292
31,706 8565
31,216 90,754
31,805 90,839
31,745 91,013
30,681 91,153

NA NA

I.

D Fa Ftr--"`

Tax Tax State 'Local
Capacity Revenues Total Total
FY, FY Approp. Appro.

t (000,000) (000,000)

3,001.1
3,475.8
3618.6
3,077.6
4,302.0

4 4,123.1

5,031.0
NA

,846.1
4 7.5

4;663.6
5,248.3

.5,707.0
6,420.0
6,880.0

NA
-4. 4

6,689.54
7,821.5
8,342.1

8,537.1
9,116.0
9,400.8
9,850.0

111,

2,761.1
3,338.1
3,685.9
3,961.6-
4,220.0
4,546.6
4,797.0

NA

1,241.1
1,437.2
1,522.5

1,662.4
1,866.0
2,018.0
2,170.0

NA

(000,000) (000,000)

F

State
Res -AgM,(1

Approp .
(000,000)

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Ga Ot G H 1

System

In FY*
Support

Appn Tuit Total

3,374.3
3,688.2
3,973.9
4,320.4
4,21.0
5,017.1
5,424.0

NA

274.3
325.3
365.1

376,2
423.8
426.3
476.5

NA

72.9
42.5

.48.5 ,
51.0
55.5
60.7
65.9
NA

.58.5

70.1

86.1
. 84.1

97.4
94.9
103:0

NA

07
97
97
'97

. 97
97
NA

5,243.8 335.2 0.0 10.2 97
6,276:8 411.8 0.0 12.6 97
6,720.4 425.1 0.0 14.8 97
7, 4445.1 0.0 1744 97
7, .0 456.1 0.0 /0.9 97
7, .5 522.3 0.0 21.8 97
8068.9

NA
577.8

, NA
0.Q
, NA

'25.2
NA NNTA

6,819.3 590.0 75.0 104
#8,608.2 766.6 81.0 107.2 104
9,443.3 717.5 84:7 103.3 104
9,867.8 883.0 87.7 115:8 104
10,584.0 ' 95.2 117.1 104
11,313.2 1151,5 96.4 121.2 '104
12,367.0 9/1.9A 99.5 135.2 104

NA NA NA NA pA

3,261.4 ..*-393.5 6.1 50.3 106
3,836.9 448.7 4.4 519.0 106
4,254.0 476.8 0.0 63.2 106
4,402.6 543.7 0.0 69.8 106
4,591.0 537.6 0.0 75.1 106
5,059.8 586.3 0.0 79.7 106
'5,883.0

NA
640.0

MA
Oi: 89.7

NA
106

::13,414.1`

173.7
217.6

9.4
11.3

47.6
62.2

93
93

1,469.6 242.9 12.5 72.4 93
1,603.6 262.0 13.1 81.1 93
1,766.0 275.8 14.3 85.0 93
1,864.1 307.8 19.4 95.1 93
1,9690 316.1 15.8 93.9 93

NA NA NA NA NA

4

96
96
96
96
96 ,
96
96
NA

97
97
97
97-
97
97
97

/1Mi

103
103
103
103
103
103
103
NA

1(0):

103
103
03

97
97
97,

97
97
97
97
NA

Estipated Personal
Tuition Disposable
Revenue. Income
(000,000) (000,000).

4.

-0

97 95.9 24,260
97 106:6 29,146
97 118.3 32,245
97 132.8 56,14y1

97', 148.6 40,000
97 v 165.6 42,785
97 187.4 11/,

NA NA
,01,500

NA

97 ' 58.4 '32,917
97 . 73.9 39,410
97 86.0 43;488
97 99.3 48,391
97 114.8 53,704
97 122.8 58,959

.97, 123.6 64,585
kA NA NA

104 210.0 51,956
104 312.5 64,653*
104 373.1 71,252
104

104'

423.1
477.9

74.602
80,804

104 515.3 82,924
194 514.3 88,19
MA NA NA

106 71.5 261,058

106 924/ 26,613
106 104.0 29,845
160 118.9 32,866
106 142:6 36,618 '

106 157.2 38,715
106 161.0 41,203

NA NA

94 47.7 9,456
94 57.9 11,829
94 43.4 13,143
94 68.8 14,295
94 72.5 15,786
94 83.8 ,17,277

90.3 'V8,303
NA NA NA

114

.

-4
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TABLE 5,

THE BASIC DATA

A
fReeldent High

C

Annual

0

Tax

E

Tex
- HISTORICAL Population School FTE Capacity Revenues

Jule Graduates Public FY FY*
(000) Springy Enrollment (000,000) (000,

NEW JERSEY

NEW MEXICO

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981 -82

1982-83
1983 -84

1984-85
198i46

1977-W3
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1902413
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

NEW YORK 1977-78
1979-80
1980481
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

NORTH' 1977-78
CAROLINA 1979-80

1980-81
1981-82
1982-83

/ 1983-84
1984-85
1985 -86

NOR1M0DAKOTA 1977-78
1979-80
1988-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

117 ,

7,344
7,356
7,31}
7,377
7,404
7,411
7,468

NA

111,028
111A53
108,798
108,278
107,750
104,048
99 610

/I NA

1654001
171,390
172,559
171,609
168,663
164,310
165,370

NA

1,195 18,997 43,777
1,252 19)880 43,507
1,281 19,604 44,848
1,301 19,117 46,078
1,328
1,367

18,726
17,725

47,354
47,986

1,309 16,978 48,143
NA MA NA

17,975 243,330 429,601
17,720 240,523 -427,931

17,634 243,844 434,748
17,575 238,079 439,074
17,602 ;30,986, 441,794
17,512 227,126 441,470
17,667 205,901 ' 431,371

NA ' NA NA

5,593 74,171 192:132
5,739 75,436 199,569
5,802 73,657 210,723
5,888 12,974 217,435
5,953 74,058 223,476
6,016 71,534 234,857
6,082 69,475 233,153.-/

NA # NA NA

14,744 25,795
551 11,278 Z5,782
652 10,810 26,819
654 10,678 28,322
658 10,306 28,862
673 9,521 30,446
680 9,121 29,844

NA NA NA

5,547.1 ,81A2
6,252.4 7,152.4
6,532.2 7,691.4
7,365.9 8,247.5
7,980.0 8,913.0
8,703.1 9,817.9
9,390.0 10,758.0

NA NA

842.
1,053
1,145.5
1,324.1
1,55#0
1,740.2
1,900.0

NA

12,154.5
13,316.8
13,614.0
5,057.5
16,129.0
17,905.9
19,087.0

NA

3,339.4
3,883.5
4,109.4
4,441.6
4,874.0
5,450.2
5,815.0

NA

454.7
548.0
613.5
672.1
836.0
859.0
901.0

1

.7

1, .0

1,435.0
'1,412.0

NA

I
20,614.6
22,350.2*
23,275.6
25,201.5
27,586.0
_50,421,0
32,237.0

NA

2,883.6
3,358.0
3,736.4
4,304.0
4,644.0
5,104.5
5,454.0

NA

428.8
450.5
476.7
529.4
619.0/
709.8
724.0
, NA

Fe Fb

StAter Local State
Total e Total Res-As-44d
Approp4 Appro. Approp.
(000,000) (000,000) (000,000)

Ga Gt

'System
Support
Index FY*
Appn Tult Total-

398.7
466.8
500.7
553.1
585.8
637.5
727.6

NA

44.6
48.6
52

66.4'
74.5
81.4

NA

65.2
88.9

-95.5
104.9
116.7.

124.5
139.1

NA

95
95

96 95
96 95
96 95
96 S
96
NA

103,J 2:9 13.7 115)
129:9 3.6 17.6 115 29
154.2 5.0 21.7 115
176.1 6.1 24.8 115 129
189.5 .9.8 29.3 115 129
199.5 11.4 37.2 115 129
227.3 10.8 40.2 115 129

NA NA NA NA NA

1,083.5 165.2 160.0 92 89
1,322.0 206.8 227.8 ,. 92 89
1,417.5 220.2 242.2 92 89.

1,569.2 226.4 265:4\ 92 89
1,706.6 206.7 249.1 92. 89
1,984.6 224.0 252.9 92. 89'
2,233.2 238.4 311.2 92 89

NA NA NA NM NA
4k 1

392.2 14.5 90.6. 102. 60
492.7 17.8 102 100
561.2 19.8 129.0 102 100
627.0 23.2 144.0 102 100
673.8 ,23.9 155.0 102 100
710.3 24.6 163.0 102 100
931.4 - 36.0 217.7 102 100

NA NA MA NA NA

61.2 0.5 11.8 96 100
73.6 0.7 16.1 96 100
77.7 5.8 17.1 96 100
103.0 1.0 23.2 96 100
103.3 1.2 24.2 96 v 100
106.4 1.3 27.5 96 100
110.7 1.4 28.5 96 100

NA NA NA NA NA

119

'119

119

119
119
119'
119

NA

92 28.3.9'.,* 43,315
92 262.9,4106,324

92 310.2 ' 34,358
442 331.3

92 354.2
'92 401.5
92 410.7
NA MA

102 74.3
102 78%3
102 85/5
102 96.8 951
102 103.8 739
102 108.6 47,380
102 118.6 51,540
NA . NA NA

97 14.1 3,344
97 17.6 4,177
97 19.5 4,567
97 26.0 4,880
97 26.1 6,059
97 29.7 6,405
97 31.0 7,070
NA NA NA

Estimisted

Tuition
Revenue
(000,000)

Personal
Disposable
Income
4000,000)

110.7 47,037
118.8 35,751
138.4 61,062
155.7 68,022
179.2 75,797
220.7 82,035
227.3 89,588

NA NA

14.7, 5,532
19.8 7,053
22.2 8,069
24.2 9,066
25.3 10,151
26.0 . 10,845
28.4 11,708

NA NA

,165
,988

174,379
189,797

NA

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Pr;21. CO14 yytrgcrE
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TABLE 5

THE BASIC DATA

A

Resident H18h

HISTORICAL Population School

'

July* Graduates
MOOT SprIngr ,

J.

, .,,,

N
OHIO 1977-78' 10,753 172,753

1979-80 10,795 167,644

1980-611 10,799 , (!67,284

198142 ) 0,800 .;'1614310

190243 '10,781 139,272

198344 10,789 14..155:668

'190440 10,746 153,000

11
1985 -86 NA NA

OKLAHOMA

OREGON
,4
CO

---PENNSIIVANIA

RHCOE ISLAND

113

,
,.

11 97748 2,823 -' 18,577
19790 2,013 39,225
1989-81 2,910 .\39,305

19014U 3,018 104175 ,

1982 -83 &100 38,347
1903}44

198445
\3,0712

: 3a98
36,792..
35,254 :

198546 I NA NA

1977-18 2,372 31,511

1979-80 2,510 31,633
1980-81 2,578 31,310

1901-82 2,638 30,853
1962-83 2,651 30,235

1983-84 2,673 29,565

1984-85 2,662 28,847
1985-86 NA NA

1977-78 '11,887 183,132
1979-80 11,865 181,480
1980-81 .11,874 170,646

1981-82 11,880 169,075

1982-83 11,871 167,541

1983-84 11,886 160,329
1984-85 11,895 153,850
1985-86 NA NA

1977-78 950 12,919

1979-80 957 13,342

1980-81 957 12,962
1981-82 949 12,857
1982-83 953 12,719
1983-84 954 12,446

1984-85 955 11,635

1985-86 NA NA

Annual

FIE
Public'

Mont

amity
PYlv ,

(009,000)

E

Tam
Revenues
FY*
tpoodoo)

Fa

State
Total.
Approp.
(000,000)

Fb

Local
Total
Appro.
(000,000)

F

State
Res-Ag-Med.
Approp. .

(000,0001'

(

266,511 7,889.9 8,62.1 532.7 20.0 86.4

266,185 9,096.3 ' 7,417.0 649.3 21.2 108.2

217,575 9,425.3 8,125.2 698.9 21.9 116.6

285,690 9,940.3 8,616.7 718.1 22.6 121.8

287,140 10,478.0 9,292.0 736.6 25.0 128.0

292,437 10,954.4 10,339.0 857.3 31.0 148.3

283,857 11,418.0 11,689.0 939.1 33.3 161.3

NA NA . NA NA # NA NA

104,132 2,112.0 f 1,465.3 174.5 3.3 28.6

103,738 2,548.1 1,796,3 230.4 3,1 ` 39.4

.108,545 2,782.4 '2,059.0 272.4 3.2 49.7

109,276 3,360.5 2,404.4 327.4 3.8 58.5

112,812 4,064.0 2,950.0 389.9 4.0 68,3

114,239 4,514.4 3,534.9 361.2 .3.8 62.3

108,750 4,864.0 3,570.0 367.6 4.9 63.8

NA NA NA NA NA NA

94,678 1,740.4 1,638.2 189.3 34.6 45.5

96,948 2,174.9 1,943.0 227.7 37.3 55.2

100,604 2,377.5 2,202.7 219.6 42.9 55.9

99,365 2,582.3 2,409.9 248.4 53.6 62.8

96,198 2;702.0 2,734.0 231.0 59.4 62.4

93,452 2,918.2 2,776.3 274.4 64.0 67.8

91,235 3,083.0 3,018.0 282.6 69.0 70.4

NA NA NA NA NA NA

246,365 8,294.4 8,112.5 569.9 23.7 38.6

243,296 9,409.6 9,457.4 635.0 35.4 42.2

246,924 9,576.3 10,096.1 640.9 36.1 43.7

254,222 10,451.3 10,846.0 718.8 37.6 45.0

259,935 11,053.0 11,580.0 763.6 41.6 50.8

256,292. 11,716.7 12,418.8 792.4 47.4 52.8

258,955 12,360.0 13,126.0 665.0 47.8 61.7

NA MA NA NA NA NA

25,355 594.5 658.7 61.1 0.0 1.7

25,750 671.3 737.5 68.9 0.0 1.9

25,488 696.0 842.2 75.1 0.0 2.0

26,254 755.0 929.8 79.8 0.0 1.8

25,700 788:0 1,024.0 86.9 0.0 1.8

25,379 861.2 1,143.2 91.7 0.0 1.9

25,046 914.0 1,230.0 98.4 0.0 2.1

NA NA NA NA ,NA NA

'BEST COPY AVAILABLE

ea Sk4, 1714,11 VA v

System
Support
index'FY*
Appn Tuit

108
108
108
108
108
108
108
NA

105
105
105
105
105
105

105
NA

103
103
.103
103
103
103
103

NA

105
105
105
105
105
105
105
1411

105
105
105
103
105
105
105
NA

117
117
117
117

11?
117
NA

111

111

111

111
111

111

NA

104

,104
104
104

104
104
104
NA

105
105
105

105
103
109

105
NA

112
112
112

112
112
112
112

NA

. -00

Estimated Personal
Tuition Disposable
Romanies income

Total (000,000) (000,000)

110

110

110

110

110

110

107

107

107

11/7

107

107

278.2
330.5
388.8
400.0
411.5
55C5
541.6

NA

45.8
47.9
52.5
32.7
59.0
64.0

107 70.7
NA NA

103 56.9
103 69.2
103 79.7

103

103
103

103

NA

105

105

105

105

105
105

105

NA

107

407
107

107

107

107

107

NA

94.6
104.6
106.0

109.8
NA

249.8
296.1
341.3
396.3
447.3
475.6
520.1

NA

17.6
22.2
24.8
28.8
31.2
35.1

35.7
NA

"°15746256
78,990
85,996
92,864
97,606
102,632

NA

13;953
17,272
20,261.
23,162
26,649
29,440
30,355

NA

12,761

16,439
18,594
20,484
22,190
22,651

24,041
NA

63,325
77,487
05,715
94,236
103,323
110,047
116,322

NA

5,057
6,063
6,635
7,442
8,315

.8,917
9,640

NA

120
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TABLE 5
.

THE BASIC DATA
.HISTORICAL

A 8

Rasidont High
Population, School'
July* Graduates
(000) Spring*

C

Annual

Fr k

Public
Enrollment

0

Tax
Capacity
FY*
1000,000)

E

,

Tax
Revenues
FY*
(000,000)

Fa Fb
.

.

State Local

'Total Total

Approp. Appro.
(000,000) (000,000)

F

State
Res -Ag-Med

Approp.
(000,000)

Ga St

System
Support
Inde Pi*x
Appa Tu It

0

Total

H

EstImpted
Tuition
Revenue
(000,000)

VERMONT 1977-78 485 7,687 13,804 324.5 353.2 21.1 0.2 5.5 116 132' 120 24.3

- 1979-80 498 7,918 13,656 361.4 374.5, 0.2 6.8 116 132 120 29.9

1980-81 .506 7,925 14,120 374.5 410.0 26.5 0.2 , 6.9 116 132. 120 33.6

1981-82 512 7,796 14,170 411.2 428:3 29.8 0.2 8.1 116 132 120 37.4

1982-13 516 7,345 13,984 446.0 469.0 32.4 0,2 9.2 116 132 120 42.2

1983-84 518 7,434 14,288 511.0 523.8 35.1 0.3 9.6 116 132 120 47.2

1984-85 525 7,165 14,275 54$.0 561.0 37.0 0.3 10.1 116 132 420 10.6

1985 -86 NA NA NA NA NA .. KA NA NA NA NA "NA' 88

VIRGINIA . 1977-78 5,133 72,089 168,113 3,397.0 3,065.5 324.7 0.0 60.9 99 103 100 104.9

1979-80 5,284 71,719 175.197 4,011.6 3,474.0 433.2 0.0 81.3 99 103 100 111.5

1980-81 5,325 72,354 181,432 4,276.7 3,778.3 499.6 0.0 93.7 99 103 100 135.3

1911-82 5,362: 71,823 185,937 4,818.1 4,256.0 529.4 0.0 99.3 103 100 156.0

1982-83 5,430. 72,556 183,630 5,262.0 4,709.0 572.3 0.0 107.4 99 103 100 184.4

.
1983-84

"1984-85
5,474
5,550

70,161
66,568

182,342
179,638

5,700.2
6,094.0

5,118.0
5,671.0

5984 0.0
673:4 0.0

112.3
126.3 99

103
103

100
100

205.9
223.8

1985-86 NA NA NA i NA, NA
,

NA NA NA 7211 NA r NA NA

Co
CD

WASHINGTON 1977-78 3,691 53,537 152,272 2,655.1 2,629.6 380.3 0.0 42.2 97 93 96 89.2

1979-8 3,886 52,928 163,866 3,270.9 3,117.0 456.9 0 5.410 97 93 96 103.5

1980-81' 4,013 42,504 168,150 3,595.5 3,463.0 451.8 O. 48.6 97 93 -96 107.2 '

. 1981-82 4,148 52,593 151,683 4,041.3 3,788.0 443.1 0.0 49.6 97 93 96 111.9

1982-83 4,217 49,446 150,375 4,304.0 3,962.0 443.7 0.0 53.4 97 93 96 111.0

1983-84 4,283 47,327 150,569 4,823.5 4,475.1 543.8 0.0 5 97 93 96 131.7

1984-85 4,300 47,541. 150,690 5,128.0 5,210.0 558.4 0.0 .3 . - 97 93 96 133.6

1985-80 NA NA MA NA NA NA NA NA , NA NA 1611 NA.

WEST VIRGINIA 1977-78 1,877 25,577 54,133 1,241.2 1,063.6 121.9 0.0 33.7 107 115 109 21.6'

1979-80 1,920 24,750 53,331 1,441%8 1,102.9 145.3 0.0- 40.2 107 115 109 24.7.

1980-81 1,939 24,319 55,468 11,551.7 1,275.3 152.7 0.0 42.2 107 115 109 27.3

1981-82 1,950 24,376 56,448 1,736.7 1,426.3 169.7 0.0 46.9 107 115 109 32.0

1982-83 1,95 24,300 56,425 1,808.0 1,503.0 162.9 0.0 45.0 107 115 109 45.8

1983-84 1,957 24;552 56,136 2,001.8 , 1,720.8 171.0 0.0 47.2 107 115 109 54.2.

1984-85 1,965 23,309 53,784 2,113.0 1,754.0 192.8 0.0 54.3 107 115 109 57.0'

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
ob

NA NA NA NA NA

WISCONSIN 1977-78 4,585 77,871 168,574 3,199.3 36,643.7' 395.5 32.0 45.3 106 106 106 113.5

1979-80 4,631 78,136 171,843 3,745.2 4,475.1 463.3 43.8 33.8 106 106 106 161.7

1980-81 4,666 76,250 181,986 4,023.2 4,755.1 505.3 49.1 58.8 e 106 106 106 188.3

1981-82 4,728 74,734 188,961 4,239.0 4,931.8 525.4 57.0 61.7 106 106 106 195.0

1982-83 4,742 74,246, 191,985 4,438.0 5,337.0 543.7 64.0 64.4 106 106 106 203.2

1983-84 4.758 71,037 192,430 4,575.8 5,850.8 589.6 Ap80.9 75.3 106 106 106 215.0

1984-85 4,751 68,541 193,547 4,765.0 6,715.0 611.5 K 90. 78.8 106 106 106 237.2

1985 -86 NA NA NA * NA NA NA NA NA ...NA NA NA
1

. 1
et

123 -BEST COPY AVAILABLE

I

t

Personal

Income

Disposable

(000,000)

2,2e9
.2,838
3,165
3,490
3,975
4,259
4,525

NA

27,380
33,945
37,896
42,381
47,898
52,343.

57,199
NA

21,922

fk:102111

36,279
40,532
43,271
43,732

NA

8,691
10,609

, 11,879
12,983

15,201

15,589
NA

g:T7
34,036
37,106
40,391.

42,961
:1445,8

( 124

r



TABLE 5

THE BASIC DATA
HISTORICAL'

wramING 1977-78
1979-80
1980 -81

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
t984 -85

1985-86

(INTED STATES 1977-78
1979-80

-. 1980 -81

1981-82
.

, 1962 -83

198344co
1.4 1984-85

1985-86
I .

c

a

F

125

A B C

Resident High Annual
Population School FTE,

July* Graduates Public
(000) Spring* Enrollment

0

Tax
Capacity
FT*
(000,000)

E

Tax

Revenues
FY*
(000,000)

Fa Fb

State Local/
Total Total,/
Approp. Appro.
(000,0004' (000,000)

395 5,832 14,253 499.2 330.2 42.9 5.2
431 6,151 14,048 537.8 473.8 51.7 9.2
452 6,089 14,528 678.3 562.1 70.5 11.2
475 6,204 15,489 800.5 654.7 82.6 13.4
492 6,318 16,592 , 1,095.0 794.0 97.2 16.7
508 6,156 18,760 1,137.3 1,190.9 99.2 18.6
514 5,764 21,384 1,190.0 1,253.0 100.1 , 26.6
NA NA NA NA NA NA /4%

217,561 3,103,166 6,667,492 156,504.2 156,504.2 14,746.8 1,438.3
222,093 "43.0100,751 6,750,409 183,277.9 183,277.9/ 18,346.1 1,239.3
224,569 3,055,551 7,021,203 194,621.8 194,621.8 20,097.4 1,%57.2
227,160 3,015,535 7,133,961 215,524.1 215,524.1 22,001.0 1,544.6
229,311 2,982,756 3/4179,728 236,055.0 256,Q95.0 22,930.7.1,606.6
231,529 2,891,404 7,102,476 257,494.3 257,494.3 24,562.2 1,720.4
233,980 2,707,365 7,041,846 275,194.0 273,194.0 27,389.8 1,880.7

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ft

F Ga et G

Stets System Estimated Persons,
Res-Ag-Had Support Tuitiog Disposable

index FY* Ravened income
V0900) Appn Tuit Total (000,000) (000,000)

5.9 103 111 105 7.9 2,291
7.5 1,4103 105 8.7 3,177

10.1 ' 103 II 105 10.2
11.8

3,745
103 111 105 11.54 4,709

14.0 103 111 105 13.7 4,946
14.5 103 III 105 14.9. 5,245
15.6 103 111 105 13.4 5,224

NA NA NA NA NA NA

2,531.4 100 100 100 3,644.1 1,189,607
3,160.2 100 100 100 4,311.4 1,448,375
3,471.6 100 100, 100 4,920.8 1,642,513
3,869.9 100 100 100 5^547.8 1,820,875
4,124:8 100 100 100 6,223.1 2,033,294
4,386.0 100 100 100 7,01
4,855.4 100 100 100 7,427 ::;73:::::

NA NA NA NA .* NA

il

I

)6,
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